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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend John I. Caples, Jr., 

Jesus Name Apostolic Church, Wau-
kegan, Illinois, offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, we thank You for the 
blessings and the prosperity of our 
country. You have told us, as parents 
tell their children, to make wise 
choices; however, when you don’t know 
what to do, seek guidance. Your Word 
says that if My people will humble 
themselves and seek My face and turn 
from their wicked ways that You would 
heal their land. 

Teach us the value of unity, because 
‘‘a house divided cannot stand.’’ Teach 
us the value of oneness, Father, Son 
and Holy Spirit. These three are one. 
Teach us that the well-being of the 
country as a whole is more important 
than any portion alone. 

You have told us that when the right-
eous are in control, the people rejoice. 
We invoke You to guide our leaders as 
You did King Solomon. Give them wis-
dom to govern so great a people and so 
great a Nation. These things we ask in 
Jesus’ name. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. BARRETT) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina led 
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

WELCOMING THE REVEREND JOHN 
I. CAPLES, JR. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK) 
is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KIRK. Madam Speaker, I am 
very honored to have welcomed Pastor 
John I. Caples of Jesus Name Apostolic 
Church to open the House today. 

I first really got to know Pastor 
Caples after the murder of Jarreau Pat-
terson and David Mackins, just 16 
years old. It was Pastor Caples that 
brought together the families of the 
murdered with the families of the mur-
derers that ended a cycle of violence in 
my community. 

He helped restart an athletic pro-
gram. And with assistance from the 
wider community, he built a basketball 
court in just 8 weeks to relieve some of 
the tensions of the community. He 
then started the Family First Center, 
first in a basement, now three stories 
tall, reaching out to help at-risk youth 
turn away from violence and gangs, but 
especially despair, saving one heart at 
a time. 

Pastor Caples tells us that the gov-
ernment can’t do it all, but it can 
change one heart of one child at a time 
and make the most difference. He is 
one of the men I admire most whose 
ministry saves lives. He changes 
hearts. And most importantly, he re-
turns the soul to a community that is 
in need of a very big heart with hope. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 further requests for 1- 
minute speeches on each side of the 
aisle. 

CONGRATULATING NATHALIE 
MCCRATE, CONGRESSIONAL ART 
COMPETITION WINNER 

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Madam Speak-
er, I rise today to congratulate 
Nathalie McCrate on winning the Con-
gressional Art Competition for Flor-
ida’s 22nd Congressional District. 
Nathalie is a tenth grader at Jupiter 
High School, and her winning art work 
titled ‘‘The Brink’’ puts viewers on the 
edge of a forest looking out at urban 
sprawl. The contrast between the nat-
ural and the man-made is sharp in 
Nathalie’s work, and she has a great 
future ahead as an artist. 

Madam Speaker, as you know, the 
Congressional Art Competition is in its 
27th year. This tradition brings to-
gether the work of young artists from 
all over the United States to hang in 
the United States Capitol. And I’m 
proud that Nathalie’s will be among 
them. 

I congratulate Nathalie, her parents 
and teachers, and all of our students 
for all that she has accomplished. 

f 

SOARING GAS PRICES 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, this 
quote from Daniel Webster appears 
above the Speaker’s rostrum right up 
at the top of the Chamber. And it says 
this: ‘‘Let us develop the resources of 
our land, call forth its powers, build up 
its institutions, promote all its great 
interests and see whether we also in 
our day and generation may not per-
form something worthy to be remem-
bered.’’ 

As families struggle with soaring gas 
prices, our Nation’s energy solutions, I 
think, lie on Webster’s words. House 
Republicans have offered a plan to 
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lower gas prices by developing the re-
sources of our land in an environ-
mentally safe way. This is an approach 
that is supported by some 60 percent of 
the American people in a recent Gallup 
poll. But the majority won’t listen. 

Instead, they let gas prices surge 
even higher by refusing to schedule a 
plan to break America’s dependence on 
foreign sources of energy. Mr. Speaker, 
I think American consumers deserve 
better. It is time to develop the re-
sources of our land and bring down gas 
prices on behalf of American families 
and small businesses. And that, as 
Webster said, would be ‘‘worthy to be 
remembered.’’ 

f 

THE SECRET RESOURCES OF IN-
TELLECTUAL CAPITAL, CRE-
ATIVITY, AND INNOVATION 

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I am so 
pleased my friend, Mr. BOEHNER, made 
reference to the idea of ‘‘promoting our 
resources,’’ a quote from Daniel Web-
ster. 

What is the single resource that 
America has, the only resource that 
America has that can really bring 
down the price of fuel and break our 
addiction to Middle Eastern oil? There 
is one secret resource that we can pro-
mote. And that is the resource of intel-
lectual capital, creativity, and innova-
tion. We know that just poking more 
holes in the ground cannot solve this 
problem. We have got 25 percent of the 
world’s oil. We have 3 percent of the oil 
in our land. 

What can solve this problem is inno-
vation, innovation like the A123 Bat-
tery Company in Boston that is going 
to allow us to drive electric cars, Phoe-
nix Motorcars, Inc., that is going to 
have an electric car that will get 100 
miles just on an electrical charge, the 
Sapphire Energy Company that has de-
veloped a gasoline from algae-based 
sources. We need to develop the re-
source of intellectual capital. 

The optimists on this side of the aisle 
are doing that. The pessimists on this 
side of the aisle want to remain ad-
dicted to gasoline. That is a path that 
is doomed to failure. Let’s be optimists 
and solve this problem. 

f 

WHERE IS THE MAJORITY’S 
ENERGY PLAN? 

(Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, what is the deal? Lately 
when I’ve been in South Carolina, I 
have been talking to a lot of frustrated 
folks. And they are frustrated because 
they are watching their hard-earned 
paychecks burn up in their gas tanks. 
And I’m frustrated because I know 
there is no energy plan to help these 
families. 

Two years ago the Democrats said 
they would introduce a commonsense 
plan to help the energy crisis. And 
today, when the Americans need it 
most, when they’re paying $4 a gallon 
for gas, there is no energy plan. Yet I 
stand here today week after week, as I 
am doing, asking my friends on the 
Democrat side, ‘‘Where is the plan?’’ I 
have only seen plan 1, and that has 
been drafted by the Republican party. 

Are my Democrat colleagues not 
hearing the pleas of the American pub-
lic about high gas prices? Do they not 
travel to their respective districts and 
talk to their citizens? Have they not 
heard the public’s frustration? Or do 
they choose to ignore them? 

As Members of Congress, it is our 
duty to solve the problem. And it is 
just not good enough to tell them, ‘‘We 
have no plan.’’ 

f 

THE NEW GI BILL 

(Mr. CARNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, in the 
coming days, the House will once again 
consider the new GI Bill which restores 
the promise of a 4-year college scholar-
ship for Iraq and Afghan veterans, 
similar to the educational benefits 
available after World War II. The origi-
nal GI Bill of 1944 allowed millions of 
families to achieve the American 
Dream and set the economy on the 
right course after a draining war. 

After World War II, for every dollar 
spent on the GI Bill, $7 was returned to 
the economy. The new GI Bill will 
spark yet another American economic 
recovery, one that is needed during 
this time of economic uncertainty with 
skyrocketing gas prices and food prices 
and devastating job losses. 

But even more importantly, it will 
fulfill our promise to our military per-
sonnel that if they serve their country 
in war, they will receive a quality edu-
cation at home. The current benefit 
simply does not live up to that prom-
ise. Mr. Speaker, while President Bush 
and his Republican allies remain 
strong advocates for continuing the 
war in Iraq, it is important that they 
join us in keeping this important 
promise to our Nation’s troops. 

f 

b 1015 

BRING DOWN GAS PRICES BY 
INCREASING SUPPLY 

(Mr. MCHENRY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, one day 
we will end our dependence on foreign 
oil and empower our economy with al-
ternative sources of energy. But until 
that day comes, we have to do every-
thing in our power to strengthen our 
economy by making energy more af-
fordable by increasing domestic Amer-
ican production. Roughly 70 percent of 

what we pay at the pumps comes from 
the price of oil in the global market, 
which is driven by relationships be-
tween supply and demand. 

To lower gas prices, we have to use 
American energy resources. Right now, 
the U.S. produces 41 percent of the pe-
troleum we use. We can do much better 
than that. Just by opening up a small 
portion of Alaska for oil production, we 
can recover 15 years of Saudi Arabian 
crude oil. By streamlining rules for en-
ergy exploration off the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, we can access roughly 115 
billion barrels of oil, enough oil to 
power 60 million cars for 60 years. 

With gas prices over $4 a gallon, this 
Congress must act. We have to increase 
supply. Doing anything else would be 
irresponsible. 

f 

AIRLINE REORGANIZATION 
THREATENING MEMPHIS BUSI-
NESS COMMUNITY 
(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing’s Memphis ComercialAppeal had 
distressing news for our city. Delta 
Airlines had canceled part of its con-
tract with Pinnacle Airlines, an airline 
that had 1,000 jobs in our community. 
The stock price fell 25 percent, and the 
newspaper reported that stockholders 
are concerned about the continued ex-
istence of the business. 

If the merger takes place and Delta 
and Northwest merge, it is entirely 
possible that Delta will cancel the re-
maining portion of Pinnacle’s business 
with Northwest Airlink, where they 
serve many customers through North-
west Airlines. That would be dev-
astating to the Memphis economy and 
possibly cost us thousands of jobs. 

I am very concerned, and plan to call 
Delta Airlines to find out why this con-
tract was cancelled, what possibly 
could happen, how this merger would 
affect those 1,000 people, and if possibly 
re-regulation of the airlines is in order 
to make sure that abrupt changes in 
contracts that might cause irreparable 
harm and immediate damage can’t 
take place if they threaten an industry 
and an employer in my district such as 
Pinnacle Airlines. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned about 
the future of this large business in my 
community, and plan to look into it for 
the benefit of the employers and my 
overall business community. 

f 

TAKING NEEDED ACTION ON 
ENERGY 

(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, this 
Congress has placed a significant bur-
den on American families. Now they 
are having to decide whether to buy 
food or gasoline. The price of both has 
increased significantly in the past 6 
months. 
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Now back in my district they are 

having to defend themselves from op-
portunistic, gas-grabbing criminals. 
Thieves are actually posting Internet 
videos discussing how to steal gas from 
cars. The kind of information that used 
to be shared in the prison yard has 
made its way into the ‘‘broadcast your-
self’’ genre of Web sites. It is shocking, 
but it is not really surprising, because 
we have ignored the issue of providing 
a supply of energy in this country. 

Americans may have given up on 
waiting for the majority party to ease 
the pain at the pump, so Americans 
may just file this under ‘‘desperate 
times call for desperate measures.’’ 

The Speaker may be able to ignore 
the Members who have asked for some-
thing to be done to address gas prices, 
primarily on the supply side. Eventu-
ally the consequences of the blatant 
disregard for rising prices is going to 
come home. Let’s hope, let’s hope, that 
this Speaker, this majority party, will 
take action before our families get 
robbed by thieves in the middle of the 
night. 

f 

HONORING THE 75TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE ORANGE COUNTY 
WATER DISTRICT 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, this Saturday, 
June 14, the Orange County Water Dis-
trict will celebrate its 75th anniver-
sary. Along with the other members of 
the Orange County delegation, I intro-
duced House Resolution 1199 to honor 
this significant occasion. 

The Orange County Water District’s 
75th anniversary is particularly mean-
ingful as it comes just months after we 
opened up the largest groundwater 
treatment replenishment system in the 
Nation on January 10, 2007. The replen-
ishment system is on the cutting edge 
of water reuse technology. It will pu-
rify 70 million gallons of water a day, 
providing clean water to over 100,000 
families in Orange County. 

The vision and the initiative by the 
District in establishing the ground-
water replenishment system is the rea-
son it received the 2008 Clair A. Hill 
Award and was named the Public 
Water Agency of the Year in 2008. 

The District is a leader in identifying 
and creating new and exciting options 
to meet the water needs of California, 
of the Nation and of the world, and I 
hope that this resolution will make its 
way to this House quickly. 

f 

WE HAVE A PLAN 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, Americans are puzzled; puz-
zled why gas prices have topped $4 per 

gallon and why House Democrats have 
done nothing. They are puzzled why 
America sits on an estimated untapped 
reserve of 175 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas and 1.1 trillion barrels of oil, 
and yet we remain increasingly depend-
ent on foreign oil. 

The American people should know 
that there is a plan in Washington for 
energy independence. Republicans have 
a comprehensive strategy of explo-
ration, innovation and conservation 
that will set America on a positive 
track. We have the tools and capacity 
to put our plan into motion. All we 
need are Democrats to step forward, 
join us, and tell the American people 
that Washington is no longer going to 
stand in the way of energy exploration 
in this country, that the short-term 
and long-term strategic and economic 
value of investing in America is our 
first priority. 

Republicans have a plan. What re-
mains to be seen is what the Demo-
crats will do. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th. 

f 

FALSE REPUBLICAN RHETORIC ON 
ENERGY SOLUTIONS 

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, we 
have been hearing a lot of talk this 
week about high energy prices. The Re-
publican talking point for the week is 
that Democrats are causing high gas 
prices because we won’t allow drilling. 
That is false rhetoric. 

It is the oil companies that are 
choosing not to drill on 80 percent of 
the leases already available for drilling 
in Alaska. It is the oil companies that 
are choosing not to increase drilling in 
the Naval Petroleum Reserve, one of 
the largest petroleum reserves in the 
Nation and one that President Clinton 
made available for drilling. 

Meanwhile, it is the Democrats who 
have put 70,000 more barrels of oil per 
day on to the market by halting ship-
ments to the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. It is the Democrats that have 
passed legislation that would allow 
OPEC to be investigated for price fix-
ing, legislation that the President has 
threatened to veto. 

It is time to stop the rhetoric, Mr. 
Speaker. I challenge the President to 
demand fair play from OPEC and the 
Republican Party to stand up for the 
American people and not Big Oil. 

f 

FAILED ENERGY POLICY 

(Mr. NEUGEBAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just echo what my colleague 
from South Carolina said. Where is the 
plan? 

If the Democrats do not have a plan 
to lower energy costs for the American 
people, please bring some of the Repub-
lican proposals that we have already 
designed and which will begin to bring 
immediate relief. 

The other night I had a teletown hall 
meeting and I was listening to the peo-
ple in the 19th Congressional District 
of Texas. One person said, Congress-
man, I have to drive 100 miles every 
day to go to my job. She said, my gaso-
line has gone up, but my paycheck has 
not. 

The most disturbing news was the 
gentleman who said, Congressman, I 
have to get dialysis three times a 
week. I have to drive 70 miles each 
way. He said, now I am down to trying 
to decide whether I am going to be able 
to buy food, gasoline, or the treatment 
for my diabetes. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Demo-
cratic majority, who promised the 
American people a plan, to bring that 
plan to this House floor, instead of im-
portant legislation like we voted on 
yesterday, supporting the goals and 
ideals of the International Year of 
Sanitation. I know the American peo-
ple are going to be very comforted that 
this body took up that legislation, and 
not energy legislation that would have 
brought relief for high energy costs. 

f 

HISTORIC JUMP IN JOB LOSSES 
REQUIRES IMMEDIATE ACTION 
(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, every month this year the 
Bush administration and the Bush 
economy has shed more jobs than it 
has produced, leaving millions of 
American workers competing against 
each other for the remaining jobs. We 
haven’t seen this many people enter 
unemployment so quickly in over three 
decades. 

Today, the House will consider pro-
viding up to 13 weeks of extended un-
employment benefits to workers who 
have exhausted the 26 weeks of regular 
benefits. The bill will provide relief to 
American families struggling through 
these tough economic times. 

Unemployment benefits are also im-
portant to economic recovery, with ab-
solutely every dollar of the benefit 
checks going right back into the econ-
omy. And while the economy continues 
to weaken and costs for gasoline and 
food skyrocket every day, the need for 
government help is clear. 

Unfortunately, our Republican col-
leagues continue to oppose these ef-
forts to assist millions of out-of-work 
Americans, even though they sup-
ported a similar extension in 2002, 
when job loss numbers were not nearly 
as bad as they are today. 

Mr. Speaker, as our economy con-
tinues to face tough times, Washington 
should explore every possible option to 
help those struggling. That is exactly 
what Democrats will do today in Con-
gress, extend those benefits. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia). The Chair will re-
mind all persons in the gallery that 
they are here as guests of the House 
and that any manifestation of approval 
or disapproval of proceedings or other 
audible conversation is in violation of 
the rules of the House. 

f 

SUPPORT THE NO MORE EXCUSES 
ENERGY ACT 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, on Monday 
the Investor’s Business Daily printed 
an editorial entitled ‘‘The Drill Noth-
ing Congress.’’ Here is a short quote 
from it. 

‘‘It is a problem driven by domestic 
supply restrictions imposed by the 
Democratic Congress in the face of 
growing worldwide demand. The Demo-
crats preach energy independence 
while they do everything in their 
power to prevent it.’’ The problem they 
are speaking of is $4 a gallon gasoline. 

The American people are fed up with 
a Congress that can’t seem to respond 
to one of their most basic concerns. 
People are tired of Democrat leaders 
blocking action to bring down sky-
rocketing gas prices. So we have intro-
duced a discharge petition to force a 
vote on the No More Excuses Energy 
Act. We need to increase domestic pro-
duction of energy in order to bring 
down the price of gas at the pump. 

I urge all my colleagues to sign on to 
the discharge petition and support the 
bill when it comes to the floor of the 
House. There is no excuse not to. 

f 

HISTORIC JUMP IN JOB LOSSES 
DEMANDS IMMEDIATE ACTION 

(Mr. ELLISON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, today 
the House will vote to extend unem-
ployment benefits for an additional 13 
weeks to help workers out as they con-
tinue to look for a job. 

Mr. Speaker, the grim numbers of 
five consecutive months of job losses is 
yet another sign that President Bush’s 
economic policies have utterly failed 
the American people. The unemploy-
ment rate has surged from 5 percent in 
April to 5.5 percent in May, rep-
resenting the biggest one month jump 
in more than 2 decades, and climbing 
to the highest level in nearly 4 years. 

These statistics are not just numbers 
to more than 1.5 million Americans 
who have seen their unemployment 
benefits expire simply because there 
are not enough jobs to go around. So 
today the House will vote to extend un-
employment benefits for an additional 
13 weeks to help these workers. Demo-

crats have been pushing to extend un-
employment benefits since the begin-
ning of the year, but have faced stiff 
opposition from the President and con-
gressional Republicans. 

Mr. Speaker, with job losses so far 
this year totaling 324,000, American 
families can wait no longer. Thanks to 
this Democratic Congress, today we are 
going to get some relief. 

f 

b 1030 

RECOGNIZING THE EXTRAOR-
DINARY CONTRIBUTIONS OF 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, DIS-
ASTER RESPONSE, ELECTED OF-
FICIALS, COMMUNITY LEADERS 
AND EVERYDAY HOOSIERS 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, it is said 
that if a picture is worth 1,000 words, 
this picture tells the tale of the worst 
series of storms to strike southern In-
diana in 100 years. 

I rise today to commend and recog-
nize the extraordinary contributions, 
though, of emergency management, 
disaster response, elected officials, 
community leaders and everyday Hoo-
siers in my district during this last 
week of devastating weather. I particu-
larly want to honor EMA directors, 
sheriffs, mayors and county officials in 
Rush, Johnson and Bartholomew coun-
ties, Indiana. 

They suffered greatly from tornados, 
heavy rains, flooding, creating a catas-
trophe that awaits additional presi-
dential response, but this catastrophe 
did not await the response by these 
public servants. They went above and 
beyond the call of duty, showing great 
poise, saving lives and serving the peo-
ple of their communities. 

Hoosier communities and families 
are hurting and need to know that 
more help is on the way. As I rise to 
commend these government officials 
and everyday Hoosiers for their re-
sponse, I urge this administration 
again to declare an expedited major 
disaster for all 44 counties of Indiana 
affected by these historic storms. 

f 

DC CENTRAL KITCHEN AND THE 
CAMPUS KITCHENS PROJECT 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I visited DC Central Kitchen, 
where I learned about an innovative 
program, the Campus Kitchens Project. 
This is a program that uses high school 
and college dining facilities when the 
kitchen is normally closed to prepare 
meals for area soup kitchens and shel-
ters. 

College and high school students in-
volved in this program take a large 
leadership role in starting and main-
taining the kitchens. Campus Kitchens 

helps feed hungry people in our com-
munities today, while building tomor-
row’s leaders committed to ending hun-
ger. 

Hunger is a political condition, and 
we need government action to end it, 
but we also need people from all sec-
tors dedicated to doing more to end 
hunger. There are over 400 high schools 
and 100 colleges in Massachusetts 
alone. If each school organized a group 
to fight hunger in their community, 
just think of what could be done. 

I congratulate DC Central Kitchen 
and the Campus Kitchens project for 
their work, and I thank the staff and 
students for their commitment to end-
ing hunger. 

f 

INCREASING AMERICAN JOBS AND 
ENERGY PRODUCTION RESPON-
SIBLY 

(Mr. BOUSTANY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, people 
in southwest Louisiana understand 
that increasing American energy pro-
duction means more American jobs, 
good high-paying American jobs. 

They also know that a magic bullet 
will not lower the price at the pump for 
families, but increasing American en-
ergy production in a responsible way 
will help, and it will create American 
jobs. The American people want to in-
crease energy production in a respon-
sible, environmentally friendly way. 

They want to see unleashing of 
American entrepreneurship and inge-
nuity. They don’t want any further 
delays in seeking energy independence, 
and they know that this is in the inter-
est of national security. 

Families in southwest Louisiana and 
across the country want to see solu-
tions to the high prices at the pump, 
and Republicans have viable answers to 
this. We have introduced a number of 
bills. The American people are now 
asking the Democratic leadership in 
Washington if they have solutions, be-
cause so far they haven’t seen any. 

Now, the Democratic Presidential 
nominee suggests to CNBC’s John Har-
wood yesterday that while the U.S. 
would be better off without such a 
shock in gas prices, he sees higher 
prices as a good thing. 

I don’t get it. I just don’t get it. We 
can work together to solve this prob-
lem. We can decrease America’s de-
pendence on foreign sources. It’s a sen-
sible thing to do, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in this quest. 

f 

DEMOCRATS TAKE ACTION ON 
RECORD HIGH GAS PRICES AT 
THE PUMP 

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, as the prices 
at the pump continue to hit record 
highs, House Democrats know that the 
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American people are struggling with 
these outrageously high prices. Some 
people are having to choose between 
buying gasoline and food. Others can-
not afford to go to work. 

Before the Bush administration con-
ducted the bombing, the war and the 
occupation of Iraq, the price of gaso-
line was as low as $1.35 per gallon. Now 
it’s over $4 per gallon. Oil was $23 a 
barrel. Now it’s over $130 a barrel. 
There is no way, no way you can con-
vince the American people that the 
price at the pump is not related to this 
misguided war and occupation of Iraq. 

The effects of the Bush-Iraq reces-
sion, and that is what it is, are dev-
astating our economy and wreaking 
havoc on the lives of families and chil-
dren. It’s time our Republican friends 
in the Bush administration join us in 
supporting our legislation to bring 
down the price of gasoline, and it is 
time to end the war and occupation of 
Iraq. 

Believe me, this will bring down the 
price of gasoline at the pump. 

f 

HURRICANE SEASON 
(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-

ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, June 1 marked the 
beginning of yet another hurricane sea-
son, and experts have predicted a 90 
percent probability of either a near- 
normal or an above-normal hurricane 
season. They estimate that six to nine 
hurricanes will form, including two to 
five major hurricanes. 

Approximately 50 percent of all 
Americans live along our coasts. As a 
result of that, millions, millions face 
great risk associated with these storms 
that we know are going to be out there. 
Having a hurricane preparedness plan 
can help lessen and mitigate some of 
those dangers. 

The National Hurricane Center rec-
ommends that people in hurricane- 
prone areas assemble a disaster supply 
kit that includes a first aid kit, essen-
tial medications, canned foods and at 
least 3 gallons of water per day per per-
son for the minimum of 3 days. Obvi-
ously, extra battery-powered radios, 
extra batteries, and flashlights are also 
recommended. 

As we have learned in south Florida, 
the forecasters, meteorologists, and 
the hurricane specialists at the Na-
tional Hurricane Center are often the 
best source of the most valuable and 
reliable information on preparedness. I 
urge all Americans to prepare for this 
hurricane season and to listen to what 
the forecasters have to say. 

f 

STRUGGLING TO FIND JOBS 
(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
are coming to a moment of truth in a 

few hours for every Member of the 
House of Representatives. The truth is 
that every congressional district across 
the country, individuals and groups of 
people are struggling to find jobs in an 
economy cut down by a senseless, 
wasteful war, overwhelming energy 
prices, rising food prices and just bad 
business fundamentals. 

People can’t find jobs because there 
aren’t enough of them. The truth is 4 
million have exhausted their unem-
ployment benefits already and things 
could get even worse unless we pass the 
Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2008. 

The truth is the American people 
elected us to serve them, and the 
Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act will be a test of 
whether the Members remember who 
they really work for, the people or Big 
Oil. We are hours away from a moment 
of truth. 

Vote for this bill, H.R. 5749, because 
Americans who work every day and 
lose their job through no fault of their 
own are entitled to a helping hand 
from their government. 

f 

HAMMERED BY THE HIGH COST OF 
FUEL AND GASOLINE 

(Ms. FALLIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. FALLIN. Mr. Speaker, families 
and businesses are being hammered by 
the high cost of fuel and gasoline. This 
issue is not a Democratic issue or a Re-
publican issue, it’s an American issue. 
It’s an issue that our families and our 
consumers and our businesses want us 
to address, and that is the rising cost 
of gasoline. 

A CNN poll recently stated that more 
than half of Americans are being forced 
to cut back significantly on their 
household spending. Another news re-
port stated that 10 percent of the 
American companies are expecting to 
cut back their workforce. 

One other national company stated 
that it was cutting 15 percent of its 
white collar jobs over the next 2 
months. Families in my district can 
barely afford to commute to work. I 
had one family tell me that between 
the father commuting to his job, and 
the mother to her job, and the two 
children back and forth to college and 
high school, that they are spending 
$700 a month on gasoline. 

Parents are struggling with buying 
groceries, food costs. Family farms are 
struggling. They are trying to get their 
products to the market with the high 
cost of fuel, which has tripled. Small 
businesses are struggling with their 
services and their products and their 
customers that have decreased. 

The question we have to ask our-
selves is what kind of future will our 
children and our grandchildren have if 
this Congress takes no action to 
produce more U.S. energy. The lack of 
production of sufficient U.S. energy is 

dangerous for our national economy 
and dangerous for our U.S. national se-
curity. 

f 

HIGH PRICE OF GASOLINE 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, where is a good Samaritan? 
My friends are talking about the high 
price of gasoline. Can you imagine the 
impact on those who have exhausted 
their unemployment, people who have 
built this Nation, hard-working Ameri-
cans. 

Do you recognize that just this past 
week, unfortunately, with embarrass-
ment, the administration had to an-
nounce that unemployment rose 5 per-
cent in April, 5.5 percent in May, 49,000 
jobs were lost. Where is the good Sa-
maritan? 

That is why today Democrats will 
stand on the floor of the House and 
stand alongside of working Americans 
and extend the unemployment benefits 
for those families who have exhausted 
all of their resources, this will go into 
March 2009, helping the bus driver, the 
nurse, helping those who are working 
with their hands, who have families to 
support, who can barely get gasoline. 

Can you imagine being unemployed 
through no fault of your own, and this 
administration does not want to offer 
the extension of unemployment bene-
fits? Today the good Samaritan will be 
on the floor of the House. We will de-
bate this question. We will pass this 
bill. The President will sign it, and we 
will give relief to hard-working Ameri-
cans. 

f 

ENERGY PLAN 
(Mr. TERRY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I had a 
constituent come up to me over the 
weekend and say Congress has no en-
ergy plan. I corrected that person. The 
Democrats’ leadership is no energy. 

Just in the last few months, Congress 
has voted under their leadership to 
take shale from Colorado and Wyoming 
off limits for extracting the oil. Last 
week coal-to-liquid for aviation fuel 
was banned. The Air Force is not al-
lowed to enter into a long-term con-
tract to buy that type of synthetic 
fuel. We are going backwards. 

The reality is if we bring all of our 
resources together, yes, conservation, 
yes, alternative fuels, and open up the 
resources that we have right here in 
America offshore where there is a mor-
atorium that Congress can lift, a mora-
torium that was imposed by Congress 
on shale oil that can be lifted by Con-
gress, and in Alaska where Congress 
can lift that moratorium, if we com-
bine all of those resources, we can be 
free of OPEC. It is time for a real en-
ergy policy where we free our resources 
for American-made energy. 
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REPUBLICAN LEADERS OPPOSE 

OUR EFFORTS TO LOWER 
RECORD HIGH GAS PRICES AT 
THE PUMP 

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day gas prices hit an average of $4.04 a 
gallon, a new historic high. While 
Democrats are taking action to lessen 
our dependence on foreign oil and lower 
prices, Republicans continue to repeat 
the same old rhetoric, continue drilling 
in ANWR, even though the President’s 
own Energy Department has concluded 
that opening up the Arctic for drilling 
would not reduce the price of gasoline 
for another 20 years, and then it would 
only go down by about 1 penny per gal-
lon. That’s not an energy plan to be 
proud of. 

From day one this Democratic Con-
gress has been fighting to reduce our 
independence on foreign oil, bring down 
record gas prices and launch a cleaner 
and smarter energy future. We passed 
bills holding OPEC and oil companies 
accountable for price fixing, investing 
in renewable energy for green jobs and 
cracking down on price gouging by oil 
companies. 

The only problem is that we are not 
getting enough support from either 
House Republicans or from President 
Bush. How high are prices going to ac-
tually have to get before Republicans 
support these important bills? 

f 

AMERICAN-MADE ENERGY 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, it’s a 
curious debate that we have in these 1- 
minutes. Democrats are bringing to the 
floor unemployment insurance and 
they will bring to the floor helping peo-
ple with heating costs and cooling 
costs. 

The real job creation engine would be 
American-made energy with a couple 
of provisions. Since 1994 on votes on 
the floor of this House, on ANWR ex-
ploration, Republicans have supported 
91 percent of the time, House Demo-
crats have opposed ANWR exploration 
86 percent of the time. 

On coal-to-liquid technologies, House 
Republicans have supported that 97 
percent of the time. House Democrats 
have opposed taking American coal, 
American energy, turning it into liquid 
fuel. They have opposed it 78 percent of 
the time. 

On oil-shale exploration, House Re-
publicans have supported it 90 percent 
of the time. Democrats have opposed 86 
percent. OCS, Outer Continental Shelf, 
House Republicans have supported it 81 
percent of the time since 1984. House 
Democrats have opposed it 83 percent 
of the time. On refineries, building new 
refineries, House Republicans have sup-
ported 97 percent of the time, House 

Democrats have opposed 96 percent of 
the time. 

f 

b 1045 

AMERICAN-PRODUCED ENERGY 

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to discuss the importance of using 
American-produced energy. 

A new survey of 1,000 Americans na-
tionwide conducted by American Solu-
tions reveals that 81 percent of Ameri-
cans support using American-produced 
energy, including the oil and coal al-
ready here, to combat the rising cost of 
energy and reduce dependence on for-
eign energy sources. 

It also shows that 69 percent of 
Americans support using domestic en-
ergy sources, including the oil located 
off our coast and in Alaska. With gaso-
line prices averaging $4 a gallon na-
tionwide, now is the time to increase 
American-produced energy. 

Clear majorities of Americans of 
every political and ideological stripe 
advocate that the U.S. tap into its vo-
luminous energy resources. 

Despite the commonsense logic of in-
creasing production of American-pro-
duced energy and the strong support of 
the American people for tapping into 
those resources, 86 percent of House 
Democrats have historically voted 
against increasing the production of 
American-made oil and gas. 

It is time for our friends across the 
aisle to join with us, the 90 percent of 
House Republicans who have always 
voted to increase energy, to join with 
us to do this. 

f 

DRILLING IN ANWR 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, Demo-
crats like foreign energy. I don’t know 
why they like foreign energy because if 
we are dependent on foreign energy, 
since we import 60 percent of it now, it 
is a national security risk. 

You have to ask what area of land 
have the Democrats agreed to explore. 
You have to ask that question. When 62 
percent of our domestic onshore energy 
supplies are locked up because of Dem-
ocrat regulation, and 85 percent of our 
offshore energy supplies are locked up 
because of Democrat regulation, you 
have to ask yourself what can we do. 

You know, if you started drilling in 
ANWR, and remember, President Clin-
ton vetoed that 10 years ago. That 
would have reduced your gas prices 
now probably 10 to 15 cents; nobody ac-
tually knows. But what would ANWR 
be. Put it this way, if ANWR was a bas-
ketball court, because it is the size of 
South Carolina, but just to give a word 
picture, if it were the size of a basket-

ball court, the drilling area would be a 
business card. Fanatical extremists 
have locked that up. 

If you announced right now that we 
are going to start drilling in ANWR, 
you could get oil out of there within 3 
years, according to Don Young, but the 
announcement alone would send a mes-
sage to the foreign markets that Amer-
ica wants to wean itself from foreign 
gasoline. And, therefore, the price of 
energy would go down because that is 
how business works. When there is a 
little competition, your price comes 
down. 

ANWR is the size of a business card 
on a basketball court. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail Invest-
ment and Improvement Act of 2008. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PALLONE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Min-
nesota? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT 
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1253 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 6003. 

b 1049 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6003) to 
reauthorize Amtrak, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. MORAN of Virginia in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we stand on the 
threshold of a transformational mo-
ment in the history of intercity pas-
senger rail service in America. 

There was an earlier such moment. 
That was Amtrak, the creation of the 
Passenger Rail Corporation in 1970 
when the freight rail interests of Amer-
ica gradually had been abandoning pas-
senger service, discontinuing lines, dis-
continuing less-than-carload service, 
discontinuing the overnight railway 
Post Office service aboard intercity 
passenger rail. And as the RPO was dis-
continued, the passenger portion of the 
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rail service became unprofitable and 
the railroads one by one appealed to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
for discontinuance authority, to dis-
continue service on that portion of the 
line. And gradually, passenger rail 
service disappeared from the landscape 
until finally the Federal Government 
was left holding the bag, if you will, 
and created, through act of Congress, 
the passenger rail service we know 
today as Amtrak. 

But over the intervening years, Am-
trak was never given the funding it 
needed to improve the track, the rail 
bed, to improve the rolling stock, and 
to operate independently from freight 
rail service on the lines and corridors 
where passenger service operated. And 
especially over the last dozen years, we 
have seen declining investment in Am-
trak’s operations, and in the last 6 
years we have had at least one bank-
ruptcy budget submitted by the admin-
istration, candidly stated so by the 
Secretary of Transportation. But with 
a combination of Republicans and 
Democrats looking to the future, we 
have been able to just keep Amtrak’s 
nose above water during these inter-
vening years. Today, we change that 
model. 

With passage of the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act, we 
will transform the future of intercity 
passenger rail in America. 

We heard all this morning from the 
one-minute speeches, the price of a gal-
lon of gas breached $4 a gallon for the 
first time in history. The American 
Automobile Association says gas prices 
have gone up more than 10 percent in 
the last month and a dollar in the past 
year. Those prices are reverberating 
across the Nation, changing people’s 
travel patterns and habits and causing 
them to look more to transit, and tran-
sit across the country has exploded in 
its growth. 

Last year we added more than a mil-
lion new passengers to transit services 
a day across this country for 375 mil-
lion new transit trips last year. Am-
trak has similarly experienced enor-
mous growth. 

Our airlines are cutting back. Eight 
airlines since December of last year 
have shut down. One filed for bank-
ruptcy, largely because of rising fuel 
costs. Fuel now represents 40 percent of 
the airline industry’s expenses. A small 
increase in gas prices, and I know that 
a dollar a barrel increase in the price of 
oil for Northwest Airlines causes an in-
crease in cost to that airline of $42 mil-
lion. You can increase that by 50 per-
cent more for Delta, and double that 
for United and American. That means 
less competition, less mobility, and 
higher prices for our fellow citizens. 

The Department of Transportation 
says vehicle miles traveled in March 
fell 4.3 percent from last year. That is 
the first time we have seen a drop in 
miles traveled on public roads in over 
30 years. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself an 
additional 2 minutes. 

The Center for Housing Policy says 
that working families in large metro-
politan areas spent nearly a third of 
their income on transportation. That 
means families are not able to buy 
homes, they are not saving, they are 
not investing in their children’s edu-
cation, they are spending it on trans-
portation. 

People are beginning to realize, just 
as they did in the days after September 
11, that Amtrak service to move people 
from one city to another, is vitally im-
portant. One full passenger train can 
take 250 to 350 cars off the road. Inter-
city passenger rail removes 8 million 
cars from the highways every year and 
eliminates the need for 50,000 fully 
loaded passenger airline trips each 
year. 

Amtrak in the Northeast corridor 
has 56 percent of the air-rail market 
between Washington, D.C. and New 
York City, 43 percent of the market be-
tween New York and Boston. And now 
we come to the American public, per-
haps 20 years too late, but just in time 
with the legislation before us today 
that will upgrade passenger rail inter-
city service. 

There is $14.9 billion authorized in 
this bill to rebuild Amtrak, construct 
high-speed rail corridors across the Na-
tion, and I won’t go into the specifics 
of it. 

At this point I simply want to ex-
press my deep appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) who 
extended his hand of cooperation, his 
enthusiasm for rebuilding passenger 
rail service in this country with some 
innovative ideas and a willingness to 
join hands and bring a truly bipartisan 
bill to the House floor, and to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN) the Chair of the Rail Sub-
committee who has been Amtrak’s 
most vigorous cheerleader and advo-
cate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself an 
additional 30 seconds. 

She did a Harry Truman-style whis-
tle-stop tour on Amtrak when it was 
just about to go under and joined 
forces with a bipartisan initiative to 
save the funding for Amtrak. And Mr. 
SHUSTER from Pennsylvania who has 
been a true partner in shaping this leg-
islation today; his ideas and contribu-
tions have been enormously valuable. 

We bring to America an opportunity 
to join the rest of the world in world- 
class, intercity high-speed passenger 
rail service. And again, I thank the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I must pay tribute to 
the chairman of our full committee, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, at this juncture. He 
began his remarks by saying this is a 
very historic occasion. And, indeed, for 
rail passenger service in the United 
States, this is a watershed moment. 

I have been one of the harshest crit-
ics of Amtrak. I don’t think I have ever 
voted for an Amtrak appropriation or 
authorization. In fact, we have not 
done an Amtrak reauthorization in 
Congress since 1997. And through the 
leadership of Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. 
BROWN, Mr. SHUSTER from Pennsyl-
vania, today we have for the first time 
probably one of the most dramatic 
changes in rail passenger service pro-
posed before the United States Con-
gress in its history. This is really evo-
lutionary because we have taken in a 
bipartisan fashion some of the desires, 
some of the ideas from the Democrat 
side, we have combined it with some of 
the ideas and initiatives proposed by 
the Republican side, and melded it into 
a piece of legislation. 

Nothing could be more fitting to 
bring before the Congress today, on a 
day when gasoline has reached $4.05 a 
gallon across the United States on av-
erage, nothing that this Congress has 
considered to date that I know of will 
have a more dramatic, positive effect 
on the environment, and helping to 
change also the patterns of travel and 
the consumption of fossil fuel than this 
legislation proposed here today, and it 
is a bipartisan effort and I thank all of 
those involved for that. 

Let me first address some of the con-
cerns expressed by my administration. 
My administration has raised some 
concerns, one about the cost. Yes, the 
cost is higher; but for the first time we 
bring forward a program that doesn’t 
just benefit Amtrak and an old Soviet- 
style train operation, it brings pas-
senger rail service into the 21st cen-
tury in the United States. It allows 
free enterprise and the best private sec-
tor initiatives to come in and help de-
sign, construct and finance high-speed 
rail service first in the Northeast cor-
ridor, but not just to the Northeast 
corridor, throughout the United States 
of America. 

b 1100 
It takes ideas like Mr. SHUSTER 

brought forward also, also Ms. BROWN 
contributed too, in taking some of the 
money-losing operations. And I’ve been 
a critic. We subsidize every ticket on 
Amtrak right now at $50.60, $50.60 for 
every ticket. 

But what we do is we look at what 
the best solutions are, the best innova-
tive private sector practices, and tak-
ing the money-losing operations and 
giving them a chance to succeed, to 
lower the cost to the taxpayers, and to 
provide service in public/private part-
nerships, and also partnerships with 
the State governments. Where we need 
service, we’ll get service, and we have 
to help pay for service. 

Now, people are saying this bill may 
be too much. That’s bunk. $14 billion 
over 5 years? 

I’ll give you two projects, let me just 
give you two transportation projects 
that, one I visited a week ago in New 
York, a tunnel from Long Island Rail-
road down to Grand Central Station. 
$7.2 billion for one line. 
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The Federal Transit Administration 

just approved approximately $5 billion 
to extend 21 miles of light rail with the 
Dulles extension, 21 miles, $5 billion. 
Those two projects are equivalent to 
what we’re talking about spending for 
a nationwide passenger rail system. 

And also launching the first high- 
speed rail effort in the United States. 
Right now we don’t have that. Amtrak 
Acela, they do their best, they run 83 
miles an hour. But we need a dramatic 
investment in that route to get high- 
speed service. It’s going to cost money, 
and Congress doesn’t have to provide 
all the money. 

Everybody finally woke up to the 
fact that, with the private sector in-
volvement, we can create high-speed 
service, separate the traffic, improve 
commuter service in one of our most 
congested corridors. Commuters will do 
better, improve freight traffic. Freight 
traffic in the United States for rail 
moves at an average of 23 miles an 
hour. That’s pitiful in a Nation like 
this. 

So, finally, this proposal takes, I 
have a little diagram here. This is what 
we have across the country, from sea 
to shining sea. Congestion. And what 
we want to have is not just Acela, 
which runs at 83 miles an hour, the 
Japanese bullet train runs at 180 miles 
an hour. Maglev has gone 350 miles an 
hour. I’ve ridden it at 269 miles an 
hour. In China. That’s where they have 
high-speed magnetic next generation 
technology. Not United States but in 
China. That’s pitiful today. 

What we do is we take an asset. Fi-
nally, this is an asset the public all 
owns. It’s part of Amtrak. It’s from 
Washington to Boston through New 
York City. 

It’s time that we stopped sitting on 
our assets. This is one of the most val-
uable assets that the public owns, that 
Amtrak owns, develop that to its max-
imum capability. 

And finally, the benefits. We’ll re-
lieve northeast corridor congestion. We 
can take passenger cars and trucks off 
the highways. 

The other thing is 75 percent of our 
delays in the air system that radiate 
throughout the entire United States 
start in the New York City airspace, in 
that Northeast airspace. So the first 
time we have a solution to deal with 
freeing up that airspace. It’ll have posi-
tive economic development, reduce air 
pollution and emissions. 

No project is more friendly to the en-
vironment than what we’re proposing 
here today. We’ll have reliable trans-
portation alternatives, enhanced com-
muter and freight operations in that 
congested but important corridor. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 5 minutes to 

the distinguished Chair of our rail sub-
committee, Ms. BROWN. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
Mr. Chairman, I’ve got to say that one 
of the joys of serving in this Congress 
is serving on this Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee with Mr. 

OBERSTAR, who is the guru of transpor-
tation, not just for Amtrak, but every 
single area of transportation. And for 
helping to develop this Amtrak bill. 
Eleven years without a bill. The last 
authorization was 11 years ago. 

And of course I want to thank Mr. 
MICA for his leadership in this area, 
and Mr. SHUSTER, and also Mr. 
LATOURETTE, because I want people to 
know that we didn’t just come up with 
this bill today. This is a bill we’ve been 
working on for years. And this is an ex-
citing day for the American people, a 
real milestone. 

The Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act provides over $2 bil-
lion per year for capital and oper-
ational grants, $500 million per year for 
developing State passenger corridors, 
$345 million per year to pay down debt, 
$345 million per year for high-speed rail 
programs, and requires a plan for re-
storing service to the Sunset Limited 
Line. 

Amtrak’s improved physical state 
and recent focus on customers service, 
along with increased highways and air-
port congestion and rising gas prices, 
have made intercity passenger rail 
more popular and necessary than ever. 

In Fiscal Year 2007, Amtrak carried 
more than 25.8 million passengers, the 
fifth straight fiscal year of record rid-
ership. Like its ridership gains, Am-
trak’s financial performance has im-
proved as well, posting approximately 
$1.5 billion in ticket revenue, a gain of 
10.8 percent over 2006 ticket revenue, 
and the third consecutive year that 
ticket revenues increased. 

More than just a convenient way to 
travel, Amtrak is also energy efficient. 
Rail travel is more energy efficient and 
uses less fuel than cars or airplanes. 
According to the U.S. Department of 
Energy data, Amtrak is 17 percent 
more efficient than domestic airline 
travel and 21 percent more efficient 
than automobile travel. 

And let me just say that there is no 
mode of transportation that pays for 
itself. We all subsidize every form of 
transportation. 

Current initiatives include a more 
sleek model, more efficient Auto Train 
fleet, reducing annual fuel usage by 
640,000 gallons, and remanufacturing 
brake systems throughout the Amtrak 
fleet that will reduce energy consump-
tion by 8 percent. 

Passenger rail also reduces global 
warming. The average passenger rail 
train produces 60 percent lower carbon 
emissions than cars and 50 percent less 
than airplanes. 

On May 10, Amtrak celebrated Na-
tional Train Day by holding events 
throughout the country, over 60, to be 
exact, showcasing intercity passenger 
rail and its importance to this Nation. 
I celebrated National Train Day by 
holding events throughout my district, 
including press conferences and events 
in Jacksonville, Winter Park and at 
the Sanford Auto Train station. Every 
event had great turnout, showing 
strong support for Amtrak, and I got to 

hear firsthand accounts of people who 
use Amtrak every day to go to work, to 
visit friends and family all over the 
country. 

Congress also showed strong support 
for Amtrak and passenger rail by pass-
ing legislation supporting National 
Train Day by 415–0. 

Fifty years ago President Eisenhower 
created the national highway system, 
which really changed the way we travel 
in this country. Today we need to do 
the same thing with passenger rail, and 
make the level of investment necessary 
for it to become more successful in the 
future. 

The American people deserve the best 
passenger rail in the world, and I be-
lieve that this Amtrak authorization 
will go a long way to raise the U.S. to 
its rightful place as a world leader in 
passenger rail. 

Passing of H.R. 6003 will be the first 
major step in bringing our Nation’s 
intercity passenger rail system to the 
21st century. I encourage all of my col-
leagues to vote for the Passenger Rail 
Investment Improvement Act. 

Mr. MICA. I’m pleased to yield to the 
ranking member of the Rail Sub-
committee, Mr. SHUSTER from Pennsyl-
vania, a total of 6 minutes; 5 minutes 
for his presentation and 1 minute for a 
colloquy with the gentlelady from 
Ohio. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, today 
Congress can finally do something posi-
tive when it comes to energy, the en-
ergy situation in this country, and that 
is to pass this landmark legislation, 
The Passenger Rail Investment Im-
provement Act of 2008. 

With gas prices today at $4 a gallon, 
we, on both sides of the aisle, can join 
together and move to improve pas-
senger rail in this country. And it is, as 
I said, something that will be a posi-
tive for the energy situation. 

When you look at the airlines, they 
consume 20 percent more energy per 
passenger mile than Amtrak does to 
move a passenger. Passenger cars con-
sume over 27 percent more energy per 
passenger mile than Amtrak. Amtrak 
is the most efficient way to move large 
numbers of people in our country 
today. So this is going to help with the 
energy situation. It’s a positive step in 
the right direction. We still need to do 
much more but this is a positive step. 

The other situation that we’re facing 
in this country is a growing popu-
lation. It took, we just recently crossed 
over the 300 million threshold in popu-
lation in our country. It took us 65 
years to go from 200 million to 300 mil-
lion. It’ll take us just 35 years to go 
from 300 million to 400 million. 

And if you look around the country, 
and what I have is a chart that shows 
these corridors throughout the coun-
try. This is where the population den-
sity is going to get even thicker and 
more dense throughout this country. 
And this is where we’re talking about 
down the road expanding high-speed 
rail across the country to help move 
passengers, to get people out of their 
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cars, to move them efficiently, to get 
them into our major urban areas and 
get them out again and get them be-
tween major urban areas. 

So, as I said, as the population grows, 
Amtrak can be there with intercity 
travel helping us to move people. And 
people are desperate to get out of their 
cars, I believe, especially when you’re 
traveling to and from. I know in Penn-
sylvania we’ve had a fantastic partner-
ship between the State and Amtrak to 
establish the Keystone line. It travels 
over 100 miles an hour, and gets you 
from Harrisburg, the State Capitol to 
downtown Philadelphia in about an 
hour and 35 minutes, an hour and 40 
minutes; no messing with traffic, no 
congestion. 

Once again, the American people, I 
think, will get out of their cars and get 
on this intercity travel if we establish 
a system that works, a system that 
moves people fast and conveniently. 

Three provisions in this legislation 
that I’m very pleased to see we’ve put 
in here. First, a private partnership 
with Amtrak, the Department of 
Transportation, identifying two of the 
worst performing lines in the country 
and putting them out for bid, allowing 
the private sector to come in and take 
those lines over and have a hand at 
trying to make them more efficient, 
trying their hand at finding ways to 
improve rail traffic, to decrease costs. 
So I’m very pleased that that’s in here. 

Second, a private partnership that 
we’re looking at is, as my colleague 
from Florida stated, to re-establish a 
line that has been abandoned by Am-
trak, that’s no longer in service, to 
have the private sector come in and 
around the country see where one of 
those lines are and to re-establish that. 

And third, as the gentleman from 
Florida talked about the Northeast 
Corridor, putting a request for a pro-
posal in to have private industry come 
in in a partnership to look at how 
much it’s going to cost us to take the 
Northeast Corridor and truly make it a 
high-speed rail corridor from New York 
City to Washington, D.C., traveling in 2 
hours or less, which is something that, 
once again, I believe that the American 
people will embrace. 

So for my colleagues that we’ve de-
bated on this floor, I’ve watched de-
bates for the last 20 years on this floor. 
There’s always been an argument; can 
the private sector do it better. No, the 
government has to do it. Well here 
we’re going to have some tests. We’re 
going to have I believe some positive 
results in a public/private partnership 
that we’ll be able to look to be able to 
expand passenger rail in this country. 
So I’m very pleased with that. 

One thing I do want to point out in 
this that I’ve heard a lot of talk, that 
this legislation does not change Davis- 
Bacon law. There are people running 
around town here saying that this does 
change Davis-Bacon law. It does not 
change Davis-Bacon law. So for any of 
my colleagues that wish to have a dis-
cussion with me on that, I’m happy to 

do that. But I want to make sure that 
that’s been pointed out here. 

And finally, I want to say thank you 
to the chairman for his goodwill and 
his allowing me to put some of my 
ideas in this legislation. Also Chair-
woman BROWN and our partnership on 
the subcommittee. I appreciate her 
leadership. I thank you both very 
much. 

And also to Mr. MICA for giving me 
the opportunity to be the ranking 
member and also including me deeply 
in all the discussions as we were able 
to craft this legislation. 

So I would encourage all my col-
leagues to support this today. This is 
something positive we can do for Amer-
ica, a positive step we can take to help 
with our energy situation. And I think 
it’s just a win/win for everybody in 
America today as we move forward to 
establish some high-speed rail cor-
ridors around this country. 

b 1115 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to engage in a colloquy with Ranking 
Member SHUSTER. 

Ranking Member SHUSTER, I deeply 
appreciate the opportunity to discuss a 
very important matter to the future of 
Amtrak. As you are aware, Amtrak 
was formed by private shareholders 
who gave Amtrak their assets in ex-
change for ownership of the railroad. 
You were also aware that even though 
the Congress has previously insisted 
that these shares be redeemed, Amtrak 
has failed to act. 

I would deeply appreciate it if you 
would work to address this issue in 
conference. These shareholders have 
been held hostage for decades. Our gov-
ernment has hijacked their invest-
ment, and they deserve restitution. 
This is not a new issue but still a 
major impediment to the future of Am-
trak. 

I thank you and subcommittee Chair-
woman BROWN for your work on these 
issues. I ask that you work to fix this 
continuing problem before it becomes 
even more complicated to solve. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio bringing this issue 
to the forefront. We had discussed this 
in committee while putting this legis-
lation together, but it is not addressed 
in the underlying legislation, and I cer-
tainly believe it’s an important issue 
that needs to be resolved; and I will be 
pleased to work with you and other 
members of the committee to try to 
address this situation. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Maryland, the Chair of 
the Coast Guard Subcommittee (Mr. 
CUMMINGS). 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of the Pas-
senger Improvement Act, and I applaud 
Chairman OBERSTAR, Chairwoman 
BROWN, Ranking Member MICA, and 
Ranking Member SHUSTER for their 

hard work on this critical and very, 
very important piece of legislation. 

Despite the many challenges it has 
faced in recent years, Amtrak’s rider-
ship has grown for 5 consecutive years 
and revenue from ticket sales has 
grown for 3 years. Year after year Am-
trak has proven that it is an invaluable 
asset to the American public and a 
critical part of our transportation net-
work. 

Recognizing the vital service that 
Amtrak provides, Congress has repeat-
edly provided a level of annual funding 
support that has exceeded the Presi-
dent’s request. However, this funding 
has not been sufficient to maintain 
Amtrak’s infrastructure in a state of 
good repair or to enable Amtrak to be-
come a truly modern national rail serv-
ice. By passing this legislation, Con-
gress will finally take the necessary 
steps to enable Amtrak to modernize 
all aspects of the service, including re-
vitalizing infrastructure on the North-
east Corridor. 

As part of that effort, H.R. 6003 sup-
ports the redevelopment of tunnel in-
frastructure in and around my City of 
Baltimore and the Potomac tunnel. 
Opened in 1873, the B&P tunnel’s out-
dated design imposes a number of speed 
and height restrictions on trains and 
significantly slows travel time between 
Washington and New York. There are 
several studies underway to assess pos-
sible new rail alignments through Bal-
timore, and this bill authorizes $60 mil-
lion to support the determination of 
the final alignment by 2023. 

Modernizing rail alignments in Balti-
more is essential to improving service 
between our Nation’s Capitol and all of 
the States in the Northeast Corridor. 

I thank Chairman OBERSTAR and I 
thank Chairwoman BROWN for working 
with me to address this very critical 
issue of national importance. I also ap-
plaud them for ensuring that at the 
same time H.R. 6003 makes significant 
investments in Amtrak, the bill takes 
appropriate steps to demand account-
ability of Amtrak for these invest-
ments, including requiring Amtrak to 
implement a modern financial account-
ing and reporting system not later 
than 1 year after the date of H.R. 6003’s 
enactment. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
long-overdue legislation to provide the 
investments we need to ensure that 
America has a safe, effective, and effi-
cient passenger rail system for years to 
come. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished former Chair of the Rail 
Subcommittee and current ranking 
member of the Coast Guard Com-
mittee, one of the leaders of the Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the 
chairman of the committee, and I 
thank him for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, this is my 14th year in 
the Congress. This is the first year that 
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we’ve not had a major dustup over Am-
trak, and that is a direct credit to the 
hard work on our side of Mr. SHUSTER 
and Mr. MICA, and on the Democratic 
side to Chairwoman BROWN and the 
chairman of our full committee, who 
Ms. BROWN has referred to as the guru 
of transportation. And I think this bill 
is one that deserves every Member’s 
support. 

I was glad that Chairman OBERSTAR, 
in his remarks, talked about the high 
cost of fuel and gasoline, and he talked 
about airlines. And I just want to 
throw another one in. Continental Air-
lines is a big carrier in my part of the 
world. They just announced they’re 
going to lay off 3,000 people out of a 
workforce of 54,000. And in talking to 
them, their jet fuel costs in the last 
year have gone up $2.3 billion. And if 
you think about what $2.3 billion 
means, translated over the workforce, 
it means that if fuel hadn’t gone up by 
that amount, everybody that works for 
Continental Airlines could have gotten 
a raise of $50,000. I mean, we’re talking 
real money. 

I just left a presentation by Michael 
Ward, the CEO, President and CEO of 
CSX, and his new advertising campaign 
as he attempts to convince those of us 
in Ohio and West Virginia and Pennsyl-
vania and Virginia and Maryland to 
build the national gateway project. 
They can take a ton, a ton of cargo 
from Cleveland, Ohio, to Baltimore, 
Maryland, on a gallon of diesel fuel. 
Now, that is where we should be mak-
ing our investments, and if we can do it 
with freight, we can certainly do it 
with passenger rail. 

I’m excited about this bill not only 
because we’re going to stop the sort of 
nitpicking that’s gone on here about 
how much Amtrak could get as a Fed-
eral subsidy. I’ve been here when we 
had the administration send up zero as 
the Federal contribution; I’ve been 
here when they sent up $500 million. I 
think this year they sent up $800 mil-
lion when everybody agrees that that’s 
not sufficient. 

The chairwoman and I have traveled 
the world looking at passenger rail sys-
tems. There is not a passenger rail sys-
tem in the country, in the world, that 
makes money and doesn’t rely on their 
government to make a contribution. 

We have a societal choice. We can ei-
ther have people get in their car and 
pay $4.05 a gallon for one person listen-
ing to the radio, or we can convince 
them that for trips of 400 miles or less 
that passenger rail is a viable alter-
native in this country. And Mr. MICA’s 
vision of high-speed passenger rail is a 
viable alternative in this country, and 
they can get from point A to point B in 
a cheap, clean, environmentally friend-
ly way; and this bill moves us in that 
direction. 

So congratulations, I think, go 
around to Mr. MICA, Mr. SHUSTER, Ms. 
BROWN, and Chairman OBERSTAR. 

We should be embarrassed, Mr. Chair-
man, as Americans when you look at 
what the Asians and the Europeans are 

doing with passenger rail that we have 
such a sad state of affairs in the United 
States of America. It’s time to stop it, 
and I just want to thank all four of the 
leaders of our committee for including 
a proposal to make a real commitment 
for the first time in the history, of re-
cent history of passenger rail to the 
Midwestern part of this United States. 

And I know, I know for a fact that if 
we put the Federal resources to build a 
high-speed rail line from Cleveland to 
Columbus to Cincinnati, people would 
beg, would beg to be on that train for 
120 miles an hour to get their business 
done. 

My congratulations. Good bill. We all 
need to vote for it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

I want to express my appreciation 
both to Mr. SHUSTER for his comments 
and to Mr. LATOURETTE for his obser-
vations. But it must also be added that 
in the bleak years of those starvation 
budgets for Amtrak, the gentleman 
from Ohio was out front with Ms. 
BROWN and myself advocating for in-
creased funding for Amtrak. 

If you look at the New York Times 
today, the gentleman referred to the 
price of fuel. Every increase in the 
price of fuel, already up 84 percent 
compared with last year, increases 
pressures on airlines. We have to pump 
7,000 gallons into a 737 and 60,000 into a 
747. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself another 15 seconds. 

So airlines are doing a whole host of 
new initiatives including washing their 
engines frequently. They get grime out 
of the engine which increases effi-
ciency. And they’re cutting back on a 
whole host of things like less water on-
board aircraft for the lavatories, and 
they’re trying to cut the paper manu-
als for the pilot and copilot in half to 
save weight onboard the aircrafts. It’s 
all reported in today’s New York Times 
and are things we’ve known on the 
committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself another 15 seconds. 

Today’s bill puts us on course to do 
the right thing for the American pub-
lic. Save fuel. Save the impact on the 
environment. Move people more effi-
ciently. 

Now I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from the land of 
high-speed intercity rail passenger 
service, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. COSTA). 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 6003, 
the Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act of 2008. With over 21,000 
miles that has already been mentioned 
of track in the United States and 44 
routes throughout America, this reau-
thorization measure is sorely needed, 
and Chairman OBERSTAR and Chair-
woman BROWN deserve a great deal of 

credit and thanks for their hard work 
and their efforts on this, along with my 
minority colleagues that are sup-
porting this effort. 

This legislation, as noted, will make 
improvements to existing lines 
throughout the country and in Cali-
fornia. California provides over $70 mil-
lion a year for intercity rail. We have 
the second, the third, and the sixth 
most frequently used corridors in the 
Nation. As a matter of fact, when peo-
ple think about California, they think 
of the land of cars. But the fact of the 
matter is is that we have more inter-
city passenger ridership in California 
than any other State in the Union. 

In my district, the Amtrak San Joa-
quin lines run from Bakersfield to Oak-
land to Sacramento. It’s the sixth busi-
est corridor in the country and had 
nearly 800,000 riders in fiscal year 2006. 

California, of course, obviously is not 
alone. This bill that Chairman OBER-
STAR and Chairwoman BROWN have 
been working on so hard and diligently, 
the RIDE 21 Act, will promote the de-
velopment, construction, and the po-
tential for high-speed rail, which is the 
transportation system that I think is a 
part of America’s 21st century inter-
modal, interconnected system that will 
be the state-of-the-art system that we 
will depend upon. 

Our friends in Europe and Japan have 
had great success with developing over 
6,000 miles of high-speed rail in Europe 
and over 2,000 miles of high-speed rail 
in Japan, and it is expanding. This is 
fourth generation state-of-the-art tech-
nology that we can have off the shelf. 
We don’t have to reinvent the wheel. 

This November in California we will 
have a $9 billion bond measure that 
will help us implement the first state- 
of-the-art high-speed rail system, 790 
miles, trains that will go 225 miles an 
hour connecting 80 percent of Califor-
nia’s population. This measure will be 
a big shot in the arm to help this 
State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
will yield an 30 additional seconds. 

Mr. COSTA. This measure will give 
an added shot in the arm to assist Cali-
fornia and other States throughout the 
country that want to implement, 
choose 21st-century state-of-the-art 
high-speed rail within their States. 
There are 11 corridors there. This no-
tion that, in fact, we are giving a sub-
sidy makes no sense. Every system of 
transportation in this country, road-
ways, airlines, freight, rail, and ports 
and harbors have had a public partner-
ship, and there is a subsidy in them. 
And to think that we would not do any-
thing less than that for rail in this 
country, for passenger rail, makes no 
sense. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
these good measures for all of the right 
reasons. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. SHAYS). 
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Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-

ciate my colleague, Mr. MICA, yielding 
to me. 

I rise in support today of H.R. 6003, 
the Passenger Rail Investment Im-
provement Act, because we can’t afford 
our Nation’s rail service to fail. Our 
economy depends on it, and the Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks made clear 
that our country can’t rely on one 
mode of interstate public transpor-
tation. 

Amtrak hasn’t succeeded because it 
is underfunded, its line serves too 
many areas which don’t need service, 
its customer service is poor, and it 
lacks imagination and creativity. 

I am pleased this legislation begins 
to address Amtrak’s funding needs by 
providing more funding for capital im-
provements in operations and encour-
aging private sector participation, 
which I think is huge. 

I do, however, have concerns about 
writing Amtrak a check with no 
strings attached. Increased financial 
reports must be linked to the reforms. 
We must take a hard look at profitable 
lines across the country, and we must 
have a clearer sense of Amtrak’s busi-
ness plan. 

Mr. Chairman, the inconvenient 
truth is the transportation infrastruc-
ture in our country is broken. We have 
not maintained our commitment to our 
roads and highways and public trans-
portation systems, and as a result, our 
transportation system, particularly 
rail, is failing. Making passenger rail a 
viable option for commuters will get 
cars off our congested highways, reduce 
the stress on our aging roads, and de-
crease oil consumption. 

b 1130 

Another inconvenient truth is the 
rising cost of oil which is driving the 
cost of gasoline to new highs on a daily 
basis. Investing in energy efficient rail 
reduces our reliance on foreign oil and 
is a step in the direction towards en-
ergy independence, a step we should 
have been taking after the terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001. 

It is critical we conserve our fuel and 
develop the resources and technologies 
that will make us energy independent. 

We are at a crossroads regarding our 
transportation infrastructure. I believe 
the time is right for an increased com-
mitment to efficiency, on our high-
ways, in our public transportation sys-
tems, and in our consumption of oil 
and the use of energy. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI). 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 6003. I commend Chair-
man OBERSTAR, Chairwoman BROWN, 
Ranking Members MICA and SHUSTER 
for this bill. 

This bill provides a vision for the fu-
ture of passenger rail in the U.S. It 
provides the necessary investments to 
modernize our antiquated system. 

Of special significance is section 217 
which provides significant resources to 
Amtrak and to the States to address 
key chokepoints that slow down travel 
and commerce and cause unnecessary 
pollution from stalled trains. Illinois 
has already dedicated more funding to 
improve Amtrak’s service. So I am 
pleased that the committee report ad-
dresses several critical bottlenecks re-
ported by Amtrak that affect Illinois 
residents, including the Heritage Cor-
ridor line, which links Chicago to Jo-
liet, as well other key routes from Chi-
cago to Carbondale, Detroit, Michigan, 
and Porter, Indiana. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6003 puts American 
passenger rail back on track, and I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with my colleagues and Amtrak to im-
prove and expand passenger rail service 
in our country. I urge passage of this 
visionary bill. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire as to how much time remains on 
each side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida has 12 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Minnesota has 
12 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MICA. I have at this time no fur-
ther speakers. I will reserve the bal-
ance of my time for my closing re-
marks and whatever time that Mr. 
OBERSTAR chooses to take, or if he 
needs additional time, I will be glad to 
assist him. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act of 2008 is a great piece 
of legislation. I want to commend 
Chairman OBERSTAR and Chairwoman 
CORRINE BROWN. I know how hard you 
worked on this the last several years, 
both of you, and of course, Ranking 
Member MICA and Mr. SHUSTER from 
Pennsylvania. 

The need for a strong, national pas-
senger railroad system grows daily. 
The price of oil has reached $140 per 
barrel. 

On the ground, congestion on our 
interstates mounts with increases of 
commuters and the movement of 
goods. In the air, many of our Nation’s 
airlines are cutting back the number of 
planes and, therefore, the capacity by 
10 to 20 percent. The American people 
need and deserve an alternative to 
driving their automobiles and traveling 
by airplane. 

This legislation would bolster the 
fortunes of our intercity passenger rail 
system and put Amtrak on the path to 
success. 

In addition to procuring new rolling 
stock and meeting its labor commit-
ments, under this bill Amtrak would be 
able to make needed improvements to 
the heavily trafficked Northeast Cor-
ridor, NEC. 

My home State of New Jersey and 
Amtrak have had an interesting, sym-
biotic relationship. The Northeast Cor-
ridor rail operations are important for 

New Jersey’s economic growth and our 
competitiveness, as the NEC is the 
spine for New Jersey Transit’s com-
muter rail system. Both Mr. OBERSTAR 
and Mr. MICA have come, seen. They 
understand what the situation is in 
terms of our relationship to economic 
growth. Eighty percent of all New Jer-
sey Transit riders use the Northeast 
Corridor, nearly 200,000 daily trips. 

New Jersey Transit is the major op-
erator on the NEC, operating 385 trains 
per day to Newark, New York, and the 
30th Street Philadelphia Station, as 
compared to Amtrak’s 110 daily trains. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey has ex-
pired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield the gen-
tleman 30 additional seconds. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Accordingly, the 
State of New Jersey has invested more 
than $1.8 billion in the NEC for Amtrak 
stations like the Newark Airport Sta-
tion, as well as for capital investments 
that benefit both Amtrak and New Jer-
sey. 

This is a great relationship. New Jer-
sey’s putting up its money, and the 
Federal Government now is leveraging 
that money. This is what it is all 
about, if we could get States to partner 
in what we’re trying to do. That’s why 
I commend the leadership on both 
sides. 

New Jersey has a major interest in 
the success of the corridor. This stake 
will increase going forward as we work 
with Amtrak, the FTA, the FRA to 
build this critical infrastructure. The 
new tunnel that we’re going to invest 
in through the Hudson River is just an-
other way. 

I want to thank both sides for this 
great legislation. I wish you both well. 

Mr. MICA. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. SALAZAR), and before the 
gentleman, I yield myself 10 seconds to 
observe that the gentleman who just 
spoke representing New Jersey, New 
Jersey is the only State in America to 
have achieved a mode shift of 10 per-
cent of all travel by transit. If the rest 
of America would do that, we would 
save 550 million barrels of oil a year, 
the amount we import from Saudi Ara-
bia. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Minnesota for yield-
ing, and I would like to recognize him 
as a real leader in our rail transpor-
tation system. Chairman OBERSTAR, 
Chairwoman BROWN and Ranking Mem-
ber MICA and our Ranking Member 
SHUSTER, I want to thank you for your 
exceptional work and leadership on 
this important bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail Invest-
ment and Improvement Act of 2008 and 
urge swift passage on this measure. 

H.R. 6003 is long overdue, and it has 
been nearly 11 years since Congress has 
authorized funding for Amtrak. And 
without sufficient funds, Amtrak has 
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been forced to operate with its hands 
tied. Maintenance and legacy projects 
have been delayed, and salaries have 
been frozen, and infrastructure has 
been deteriorating. 

Improving our passenger rail system 
is critical. It will mean better service 
reliability, reduced trip times, added 
capacity, and less congested highways. 

I am also pleased that this bill ad-
dresses high-speed rail. A number of us 
had the opportunity to travel with 
Chairman DEFAZIO and Chairwoman 
BROWN and Ranking Member MICA to 
Europe several months ago, where we 
saw the advancements that have been 
made in various modes of transpor-
tation, notably high-speed rail. I think 
it is unacceptable that this country is 
so far behind other countries in this 
area. 

We also saw how public and private 
partnerships work to be successful. 
Given the current budget constraints, 
we need to keep all funding options on 
the table, including these partnerships. 

H.R. 6003 is a good bill that will allow 
for necessary improvements to be made 
to our Nation’s transportation net-
work. Hopefully, some day, we can 
have a high-speed rail system that will 
connect Denver to Grand Junction and 
all the ski areas in between. It will 
connect Fort Collins, the Pueblo, along 
the front range of Colorado. 

I carefully support this beautiful 
piece of bipartisan legislation, and Mr. 
Chairman, I want to commend you for 
your strong leadership. I am proud to 
be a member of this bipartisan com-
mittee that works to improve Amer-
ica’s transportation problems. 

Mr. MICA. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 

I rise in support of this bill to reau-
thorize Amtrak, create a State grant 
program for intercity passenger rail, 
and invest in high-speed rail corridors. 
I want to thank the chairman, JIM 
OBERSTAR, and CORRINE BROWN and 
Ranking Members MICA and SHUSTER 
for moving this bill, which is long over-
due. 

For years, Amtrak has been under-
funded and threatened with bank-
ruptcy. For the last several years, Am-
trak has received just enough money to 
maintain its system while many crit-
ical capital improvements have had to 
be postponed. As of 2005, Amtrak had a 
backlog of $4.2 billion in capital invest-
ments, which rises to $6 billion if you 
include the necessary bridge and tun-
nel improvements. Even with adequate 
funding, it will probably take 10 years 
to complete the work to bring the sys-
tem into a state of good repair. 

We cannot afford to play catchup 
with our rail transportation system, 
certainly not as gas prices continue to 
skyrocket. We have to look for ways to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 
combat global warming. We should be 

shifting people from cars and airplanes 
onto rail. 

This bill is also of particular benefit 
to the Northeast and to New York. In 
addition to the investments in the 
Northeast Corridor, the bill authorizes 
$2.5 billion for a new State capital 
grant program for intercity passenger 
rail projects. I am particularly thank-
ful to the committee for structuring 
this program so that projects such as 
the Moynihan Station project in New 
York City are eligible to apply for 
these grants. Penn Station in my dis-
trict is the largest station in the pas-
senger rail network and is the hub of 
the Northeast Corridor. It is basically 
at capacity. If we are to increase rail 
traffic, we have to look beyond just the 
track space between cities to improv-
ing the stations at the end of the line. 
I would like to thank Chairman OBER-
STAR for working with us to ensure 
that the language was written in such 
a way that projects like Moynihan Sta-
tion are eligible. 

Investing in high-speed rail is an ur-
gent issue. We must accelerate invest-
ment in our rail infrastructure. This 
bill finally starts to authorize rail in-
vestments at an adequate level. It 
makes eminent sense as part of a ra-
tional energy and transportation pol-
icy. I urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

I thank again the chairman and the 
ranking member. 

Mr. MICA. I continue to reserve. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to 

the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CUELLAR). 

Mr. CUELLAR. I thank the chairman 
from Minnesota; the chairwoman, Ms. 
BROWN; of course, our ranking mem-
bers, Mr. MICA and Mr. SHUSTER, for 
the leadership that they provided in 
moving this bill from committee and 
bringing it down to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008. 

I also would like to thank Chairman 
OBERSTAR for including in the man-
ager’s amendment a proposed amend-
ment both RUBÉN HINOJOSA and myself 
have, and I thank them. 

The proposed amendment that is part 
of the manager’s amendment would 
charge the Department of Transpor-
tation with studying the feasibility of 
extending the South Central High- 
Speed Rail Corridor from San Antonio 
into south Texas. 

South Texas is home to a large popu-
lation that is a great distance removed 
from the City of San Antonio. Laredo, 
my hometown as an example, has been 
identified as the fastest growing city in 
the State of Texas, the second fastest 
growing city in the United States. 

South of San Antonio we have four 
counties in the Rio Grande Valley that 
boasts a population that’s larger than 
nine States. The State Data Center 
projects that the population of the 
greater Laredo and greater McAllen 
areas will more than double in the next 
2 decades. 

With the high price of gas and the 
large geographic distance that sepa-
rates many of the towns in south 
Texas, the presence of high-speed rail 
will make a significant impact on the 
mobility of south Texans. The presence 
of high-speed rail in this rapidly ex-
panding region will provide south 
Texas with greater access and mobil-
ity, and I look forward to working with 
the Department of Transportation to 
explore those options. 

Again, I want to thank you. I applaud 
the efforts of Chairman OBERSTAR and 
his leadership and the ranking mem-
bers for their leadership. 

I thank the Chairman from Minnesota and I 
thank the Gentleman and Ranking Member 
MICA for the leadership in moving this bill 
through committee and bringing it to the floor. 

Ms. Chairman, I rise today in strong support 
of H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008. 

This legislation will bring much needed relief 
and reform to our rail systems by increasing 
capital and operating grants to Amtrak, devel-
oping State Passenger Corridor, and working 
to Reduce Amtrak’s debt. 

I would also like to thank the Chairman for 
including in the manager’s amendment the 
proposed amendment submitted by me. 

South Texas is home to a large population 
that is a great distance removed from the city 
of San Antonio. 

The City of Laredo, the closest major metro-
politan area south of San Antonio, is 150 
miles away from San Antonio. 

Laredo has been identified as the fastest 
growing city in Texas, and the second fastest 
growing city in the United States. 

The City of Laredo is home to the largest in-
land port in the nation through which 40 per-
cent of goods trucked into the U.S. are in-
spected and allowed to pass. 

The State of Data Center projects that the 
population in the greater Laredo area will dou-
ble in the next couple of decades. 

For these reasons, it is my intent that the 
Secretary consider a south Texas Connection 
such as the City of Laredo as the location for 
a potential new connection to the south Cen-
tral High Speed Rail Corridor. 

With the high price of gas and the large ge-
ographic distance that separates many towns 
in South Texas, the presence of high speed 
rail will make a significant impact on my con-
stituents. 

My proposed amendment would charge the 
Department of Transportation with studying 
the feasibility of extending the South Central 
High-Speed Rail Corridor to serve the bur-
geoning population south of San Antonio. 

I believe that the presence of high-speed 
rail in the rapidly expending area in South 
Texas will provide my constituents with a new 
way to travel, and I look forward to working 
with the Department of Transportation to ex-
plore these options. 

Mr. MICA. Continuing to reserve, and 
I would be glad to yield some time to 
the other side if they do need it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. May I inquire how 
much time remains on both sides, Mr. 
Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota has 4 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Florida 
continues to have 12 minutes remain-
ing. 
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Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to 

the distinguished gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts to engage in a discussion 
about Amtrak. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the underlying bill, the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improve-
ment Act, and I want to congratulate 
the chairman, Mr. OBERSTAR, and also 
the ranking member for their great 
work on this. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage in a 
colloquy with you. As you know, I sub-
mitted an amendment on this bill ear-
lier in the week related to security 
training for Amtrak frontline employ-
ees. I have been encouraged to with-
draw the amendment in order to expe-
dite consideration of this bill, which is 
very important and which I support. 
However, I remain troubled by one un-
derlying issue. 

As evidenced by the terrorist attacks 
against rail systems in Madrid and in 
London and in Moscow and in Tokyo 
and Mumbai, and 3 days ago in Algeria, 
terrorists have demonstrated their in-
tent to continue to target public tran-
sit systems as a favored tactic against 
civilian populations. 

In response to this continued threat, 
Congress in the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 directed the Secretary of Home-
land Security to issue comprehensive 
rail and transit worker training direc-
tives to prepare our rail workers and 
transit workers to prevent and respond 
to potential terrorist attacks against 
our public transit systems. 

b 1145 
With respect to railroad employees, 

the law required the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to develop and 
issue security training regulations by 
last February, 4 months ago, so that 
each carrier could develop a training 
program based on this guidance. 

Regrettably, however, and this gets 
to the issue of my amendment, the Sec-
retary has failed to comply with the 9/ 
11 Act’s rail worker training directives 
and has not issued a single mandated 
regulation. Worse yet, this missed 
deadline comes on the heels of yet an-
other missed deadline by the Depart-
ment on issuing interim training regu-
lations for transit workers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield the gen-
tleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. LYNCH. If the locomotive engi-
neers, security personnel, our dis-
patchers, our conductors, train work-
ers and rail workers don’t understand 
what our plan is in the event of an at-
tack, then we really don’t have a plan. 

Mr. Chairman, in light of the contin-
ued reports from our Nation’s front 
line rail workers, I respectfully ask 
you to join me in sending a letter to 
the Amtrak Inspector General asking 
him to conduct a review of the current 
state of security training provided to 
front line Amtrak employees. It is my 
understanding that the Inspector Gen-
eral would welcome this responsibility. 

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I appreciate the 
gentleman raising this issue. It’s a 
matter of very deep concern to us on 
the committee. It goes to the heart of 
safety and security on our domestic 
passenger rail system. I certainly will 
join enthusiastically with the gen-
tleman in making this request to the 
Inspector General of the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, thank 
you. I want to congratulate you on the 
great work on this bill. I do want to en-
courage my colleagues to support the 
underlying bill. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for his concern. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, first of all 
I would like to insert in the RECORD a 
letter by the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Of-
ficials, commonly known as AASHTO, 
in support of the measure and also a 
letter from the Association of Amer-
ican Railroads in support of this meas-
ure. 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICIALS, 

Washington, DC, June 10, 2008. 
Hon. JOHN L. MICA, 
Ranking Republican Member, Transportation 

and Infrastructure Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MICA: On behalf of the 
Standing Committee on Rail Transportation 
and the Intercity Passenger Rail Leadership 
Group of the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO), I am writing to support House 
passage of H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008. 

The States have been leading the way in 
developing rail corridors through investment 
in capital projects to increase capacity, re-
duce travel times and improve on-time per-
formance. In addition, 14 states support 
intercity passenger rail through payment of 
operating costs on additional frequencies on 
routes. According to a survey by AASHTO, 
at least 35 states are developing intercity 
passenger rail plans for additional future 
service. I would like to thank you for includ-
ing funding for the intercity passenger rail 
capital grant program to assist states in im-
proving infrastructure on intercity pas-
senger rail routes. 

As you know, intercity passenger rail rid-
ership across the United States is on the rise 
in part due to congestion on the highways 
and at the airports and the rising cost of gas-
oline. Having another truly viable transpor-
tation option in intercity passenger rail will 
give consumers another choice in both busi-
ness and leisure travel and a choice that is 
the most environmentally friendly. Intercity 
Passenger Rail consumes 17 percent less en-
ergy per passenger mile than airlines and 21 
percent less per passenger mile than auto-
mobiles. The average intercity passenger rail 
train produces 60 percent lower carbon diox-
ide emissions per passenger mile than the av-
erage auto, and half the carbon dioxide emis-
sions per passenger mile of an airplane. 

For too long, intercity passenger rail has 
been an underutilized mode in our national 
transportation system. With this historic 
legislation, you will make intercity pas-
senger rail competitive and marketable to 
an anxious public. The time for intercity 
passenger rail investment is now. I commend 
you for your leadership and for moving this 

legislation so quickly and pledge my support 
to the effort. 

Sincerely, 
ASTRID C. GLYNN, 

Chair. 

ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICAN RAILROADS, 

Washington, DC, June 10, 2008. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The House of Rep-

resentatives is scheduled to consider H.R. 
6003, the ‘‘Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008’’ on the floor today. 
The Association of American Railroads 
(AAR) is writing to urge you to support the 
bill. 

H.R. 6003 would authorize capital grants to 
help Amtrak bring the Northeast Corridor to 
a state-of-good-repair, procure new rolling 
stock, rehabilitate existing bridges, and 
make additional capital improvements and 
maintenance over its entire network. The 
bill would also provide congestion grants to 
Amtrak and the States for high-priority rail 
corridors in order to reduce congestion and 
facilitate ridership growth. 

AAR commends the bipartisan leadership 
of the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure for introducing and reporting 
this important bill. We urge the full House 
to approve H.R. 6003. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD R. HAMBERGER, 

President and Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr. Chairman, as we conclude debate 
today, I do consider this an historic de-
bate. You’ve heard other Members say 
they’ve been here for decades and 
they’ve never seen a resolution of some 
of the problems in the debate about 
Amtrak. Today, working together in a 
bipartisan fashion, you are seeing what 
we can do. This is what we can do and 
we can make this work because we 
combine the best of the proposals. And 
that’s what the Founding Fathers real-
ly created this institution for. 

We heard Mr. COSTA from California 
come and speak in favor from the Dem-
ocrat side. We heard from Mr. 
LATOURETTE from Ohio come and speak 
in favor. We heard Mr. SALAZAR from 
Colorado. We heard Mr. SHAYS from 
Connecticut. We heard Mr. NADLER 
from New York. So from basically sea 
to shining sea, you see support for this 
measure because it takes the best of 
what this institution can offer. 

I must take a moment to pay special 
tribute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota. Sometimes the good Lord has a 
special way of making things happen 
for people. Now he became the chair-
man after 32 years. I would have liked 
to have been the chairman rather than 
the ranking member, but how fitting 
for him after 32 years of working as a 
staffer, then a Member. When I came to 
Congress, he was chairman of the Avia-
tion Subcommittee. The good Lord 
would have it in February of 2001 by 
sheer coincidence that would probably 
never be re-created, I became the 
chairman of Aviation through probably 
one of its most difficult times. We all 
worked together after 9/11. We kept the 
country safe, particularly in aviation 
which the enemy saw as our Achilles’ 
heel. We did that by working together 
then and we’re making a big change in 
this country today by working to-
gether to bring high-speed rail for the 
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first time in the history of this coun-
try—the first time, folks—and we took 
again the best ideas and melded them 
together through the efforts of every-
one on the committee. I want to thank 
the staff. The staff has done a tremen-
dous job in trying to work on this 
issue. 

Let me say, too, that this proposal 
for high-speed rail and making it work 
isn’t my idea. I like to borrow other 
people’s good ideas. It’s interesting 
that Richard Branson who created Vir-
gin Air, which many people have heard 
of, he also bought the two north-south 
lines in England that go north and 
south. He instituted private invest-
ment in that line. He expanded employ-
ment, put in new equipment and ex-
panded passenger service there. He’s 
paid a dividend the last 5 years in that 
high-speed service and is actually on 
his way to almost eliminating the Fed-
eral subsidy the U.K. subsidy. Even Ro-
mania is privatizing its rail. So it’s not 
improper that the United States, the 
bastion of free enterprise, now takes 
this important step. And it’s not all 
about privatization because it is a pub-
lic-private partnership. 

Let me say to our friends, our broth-
ers and sisters in labor, that some of 
them support this, some have questions 
about it, but all of the workers, wheth-
er it’s a private system or Amtrak or 
combination, are guaranteed protec-
tions in this. For the first time they 
can see hope of an expanding rather 
than a contracting industry. When I 
came 16 years ago, the employment in 
Amtrak was 28,000. Today it’s 19,000 
and going down. The people want this 
service across the United States and 
will partner with this service so they 
have that great opportunity. 

The American people aren’t inter-
ested in us arguing and coming up here 
and making headlines of charges and 
countercharges and not getting any-
thing done. The American people are 
facing $4 gasoline prices. They’re not 
facing options like Europeans and 
Asians have to get around their coun-
try. We should have that here in the 
United States because we’re the most 
innovative, creative and entrepre-
neurial people the good Lord ever put 
on the face of this earth. So, yes, I be-
lieve we can make this work. I thank 
so much the gentleman from Min-
nesota. John Brennan is not with us, 
one of our staffers. He left last Friday 
and took a job in the private sector. I 
want to pay tribute to John Brennan 
who left the minority side for the pri-
vate sector. He worked hard over the 
years to try to make this happen, too. 

To the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), to the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. BROWN), to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER), to everyone who made this day 
possible and staff, I thank you for your 
hard work and good efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

How much time do I have? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 

61⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman 

from Minnesota has 1 minute remain-
ing. 

Mr. MICA. Is it possible for me to 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. MICA. I want to make sure I do 

everything by the rules, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman can 

yield directly to the gentlewoman. 
Mr. MICA. Then I yield 2 minutes to 

the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, let me express 
my appreciation to the gentleman from 
Florida for the time. 

At the outset, I would like also to ex-
press my congratulations to our chair-
man, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Rail Sub-
committee Chairwoman BROWN of Flor-
ida for their good works on the bill and 
also the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SHUSTER) and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA). It is a good bill 
that will have an immediate impact on 
improving the mobility of Americans 
all across the country. 

I would particularly like to thank 
Chairman OBERSTAR and Chairwoman 
BROWN for working with me to include 
a provision that requests the Secretary 
to examine the feasibility of expanding 
the South Central Rail Corridor to 
Houston, Texas. 

Passenger rail lowers American fuel 
consumption because it’s more energy 
efficient than both cars and airplanes. 
Intercity passenger rail consumes 21 
percent less energy per passenger mile 
than automobiles and 17 percent less 
energy per passenger mile than air-
lines. Passenger rail also reduces glob-
al warming because it cuts in half the 
carbon dioxide impact per passenger 
over cars and airplanes, meaning that 
expanding passenger rail will reduce 
global warming. 

The average intercity passenger rail 
train produces 60 percent lower carbon 
dioxide emissions per passenger mile 
than the average automobile and 50 
percent lower emissions than the aver-
age airplane. This bill is not only good 
energy policy, it is also good transpor-
tation policy. Intercity passenger rail 
is an increasingly necessary alter-
native to highway and air travel, as 
congestion grows in many regions of 
the country. For example, Amtrak re-
moves 8 million cars from the road 
each year. 

At a time when gas prices continue 
to skyrocket, the demand by com-
muters and other travelers for cost-ef-
ficient public transportation systems, 
including passenger rail, is growing 
rapidly. This critical bill will help 
meet this growing need. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
sound bipartisan piece of legislation. 

b 1200 
Mr. MICA. Again how much time re-

mains, Mr. Chairman? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 

41⁄2 minutes remaining. 
Mr. MICA. Am I allowed to give Mr. 

OBERSTAR 21⁄2 minutes or 3 minutes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
yield his remaining time, but not con-
trol thereof. 

Mr. MICA. Let me just conclude by 
again thanking folks. Around this 
place it is very difficult to bring new 
ideas forward. I’ve said in the past that 
sometimes trying to get a new idea 
through Congress is like giving birth to 
a porcupine. I can’t say that this has 
been the easiest task we have under-
taken, but we have given birth today 
to a new idea. 

And the answer is not to just say 
‘‘no,’’ or to zero out a program that is 
so essential to this country. The an-
swer is to come up with a positive solu-
tion, a positive solution for energy. 
And today, again, when gas is $4.05 a 
gallon, this gives some little hope, but 
it is probably the biggest thing that we 
are going to do. And it will have the 
greatest positive impact on America’s 
environment and its energy needs of 
anything we have done this session. 

So I am pleased at this time to yield 
time to Mr. OBERSTAR. How much time 
do I have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MICA. I would like to yield 31⁄2 
minutes to Chairman OBERSTAR. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota will be recognized for 
an additional 31⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. And again I ex-
press my great appreciation for the 
many hours of consultation that we 
have had between the distinguished 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Florida, and myself, and with Mr. SHU-
STER and myself, and with Ms. BROWN. 
Mr. MICA has been a vigorous advocate 
for high-speed rail passenger service 
with changes, with changes in the way 
we conduct the business of passenger 
rail service in America. And as he said, 
this wasn’t easy. But if it were easy, 
they wouldn’t need us. They wouldn’t 
need Congress if things were all easy. 

But the point of the legislative proc-
ess is to be open, to be receptive, to 
think constructively, to trust that the 
ideas advanced by one or the other side 
are set forth in earnest pursuit of a 
valid public purpose goal. And that has 
been a long tradition of this Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure and the principal reason that 
we have succeeded over so many years 
in being the building committee of the 
Congress. 

The gentleman from Connecticut said 
that there weren’t reforms or deplored 
the lack of significant reform in this 
legislation. I just want to say we have 
management improvement. It is re-
quiring a financial accounting system 
for Amtrak operations and a 5-year fi-
nancial plan monitored by the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s Inspector 
General, an overall assessment being to 
be done by the Inspector General, 
progress made by Amtrak management 
and by DOT in implementing the provi-
sions of the bill. We direct the Sec-
retary of Treasury, and there has been 
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a consultation with the Secretary of 
Transportation and Amtrak, to nego-
tiate restructuring of Amtrak’s debt. 
We include a corporate governance pro-
vision restructuring Amtrak’s board, 
expanding the board to ten persons 
serving 5-year terms and requiring that 
the President consult with Congress to 
ensure balanced representation of re-
gions served by Amtrak in that board, 
and to have rail transportation or busi-
ness background among those mem-
bers. 

In consultation with the Service 
Transportation Board and Federal 
Railroad Administration, Amtrak is re-
quired to develop standards for meas-
uring performance of quality of inter-
city train operations, including cost re-
covery, on time performance, ridership 
per train mile, on board and station 
services and interconnectivity of 
routes and requires the DOT IG to 
evaluate performance and service qual-
ity of intercity passenger rail service 
and identify the five worst performing 
Amtrak routes from which then IG will 
recommend a process for the DOT to 
consider proposals for competitive 
service by the private sector to Am-
trak on that route. 

Those are significant reforms. And I 
invite the attention of the gentleman 
from Connecticut, and I will send him 
the specifics that I just mentioned. 

We are ready to move ahead with the 
balance of this bill. This is an exciting 
opportunity. This is the beginning of 
the transformation of passenger rail 
service in America. It is not going to 
lead us tomorrow to the Grande 
Vitesse, the TGV of France, or the 
Talgo of Spain, or the ICE of Germany, 
or the Shinkansen of Japan, or the 220- 
mile-per-hour train service between 
Beijing and Shanghai in China. But it 
will put us on a course to get there, to 
achieve those speeds over those dis-
tances. 

When I traveled, as a student, to 
begin graduate studies in 1956 at the 
College of Europe, from Paris to Brus-
sels, the trip was 6 hours. Today that 
trip is 80 minutes. There is no air serv-
ice, no commercial air passenger serv-
ice between the capital of Europe, 
Brussels, and the Capital of France, 
Paris. But there is a train leaving 
every 3 minutes in each direction with 
1,100 passengers on board traveling at 
184 miles per hour, all day long from 6 
in the morning until midnight. 

We should be able to achieve that 
kind of service on the east coast. We 
should be able to achieve that kind of 
service in the Southwest, as was ref-
erenced by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CUELLAR). We should be able to do 
that in California, as was referenced by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
COSTA), and in the Pacific Northwest 
and in the Southeast of the United 
States. And this bill will put us on a 
track to do that. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, restor-
ing passenger rail service to one of the most 
densely-populated urban corridors in Ohio 
. . . Cleveland-Columbus Cincinnati . . . is 

an idea beyond overdue at the station. This 
corridor is at the heart of a potentially vibrant 
passenger rail system in Ohio, a fact borne 
out by a number of studies dating back as far 
as the 1980’s. 

Public demand is growing for transportation 
choices in Ohio. Significant anecdotal evi-
dence around the United States suggests that 
even basic passenger rail service such as this 
would draw heavy ridership and grow the de-
mand for more service. 

Today, the reality of ever-higher gasoline 
prices and their impact on the everyday mobil-
ity of our fellow Ohioans and on Ohio’s econ-
omy makes the restoration of rail passenger 
service in Ohio a critical transportation need. 

We are hearing from our constituents in-
creasingly that ‘‘pain at the pump’’ leaves 
them few or only expensive options to travel 
on business, and to access everything from 
education to jobs to medical care. 

Since January 2007 alone, the average 
price of unleaded gas in Cleveland has gone 
up 72 percent. In some cases, Ohioans are 
seeing more and more of their incomes going 
to feed their car and cutting into other life ne-
cessities 

A recent study by the Ohio Rail Association 
discussed the economic impact that high- 
speed rail would have on Ohio and the sur-
rounding region. Here are just a few statistics: 

A seven corridor high speed rail systems in 
Ohio would save $9.4 million in fuel per year. 
There would be approximately 1.1 million an-
nual riders just out of Cleveland alone by 
2025. It would provide 16,700 permanent jobs 
as well as 6,100 temporary jobs to build the 
rail system. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote for the 
passage of this bill to move Amtrak forward 
with high speed rail. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 6003, the Passenger 
Rail investment and Improvement Act of 2008. 

Since coming to Congress, I have been a 
strong supporter of Amtrak because of the 
benefits it brings, including congestion and en-
vironmental emissions relief. It continues to 
produce almost 20,000 jobs, services more 
than 25.8 million passengers, and provides a 
significant transportation link for communities 
in my congressional district and throughout the 
Nation. 

In H.R. 6003, we authorize more than $14.4 
billion for Amtrak capital and operating grants, 
state intercity passenger grants, and high- 
speed rail over the next five years. Further, we 
provide $1.75 billion for grants to states to fi-
nance construction and equipment for 11 au-
thorized high-speed rail corridors, including the 
St. Louis-Chicago corridor. 

Finally, I want to thank Chairman OBERSTAR 
and Chairwoman BROWN for working with me 
to include a provision that allows previous 
State investments for capital and operating 
Amtrak to be used toward the required 20% 
local match. The bill allows for States to use 
half of what they put into Amtrak in operating 
and capital investments toward their local 
match. Illinois has made significant invest-
ments in recent years into Amtrak and the lan-
guage will help Illinois and other states con-
tinue to provide and expand service. 

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 6003 and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly support the reauthorization of Amtrak. This 
bipartisan bill authorizes $14.4 billion over five 

years and is Amtrak’s first full reauthorization 
since 1997. The bill includes $4.2 billion for 
capital grants, $3 billion for operations, and 
$1.75 billion over five years for grants for high- 
speed rail corridors. This marks a major step 
in the right direction at a time when con-
sumers around the country are struggling with 
high gasoline prices and limited transportation 
options. 

At the same time, I am sobered by Chair-
man OBERSTAR’s remarks highlighting a Euro-
pean initiative to spend $350 billion on their 
rail system. Over the past decade, the United 
States, by contrast, has barely doled out 
enough resources to allow Amtrak to limp 
along. Our Nation must invest in our infra-
structure if we expect to remain competitive. 
This bill takes the first steps in that direction. 
I would support further action to expand and 
improve intercity passenger service in the 
United States. 

In Oregon, the state transportation depart-
ment partners with Amtrak to provide service 
along the Eugene-Portland-Seattle-Vancouver, 
BC corridor, a federally-designated high speed 
rail corridor, known as the Cascades line. 
While Oregon and Washington pay for the 
Cascades service, Amtrak operates the train, 
and this arrangement has proven to be a very 
successful partnership. 

Ridership on the Oregon segment of the 
line, which has two daily roundtrip trains, has 
nearly quadrupled since it was initiated in 
1994, rising to over 130,000 passengers in 
2006. Total ridership on the Cascades service 
rose over 7 percent last year, reaching 
674,000 passengers, making the Northwest 
high speed rail corridor the seventh most 
heavily traveled in the country. With gas prices 
high, ridership on the corridor for the first 
quarter of 2008 is up 14.4 percent compared 
to the first quarter of 2007. This train service 
is an important part of the region’s transpor-
tation system on the congested 1–5 corridor. 

As successful as the Cascades service is, 
however, reaching its full potential will require 
additional investments in the rail line to allow 
Oregon and Amtrak to increase the frequency 
and reliability of service. The authorization of 
capital grants for this purpose will provide 
needed system upgrades and will strengthen 
this successful partnership. 

I am also supportive of Congressman OBER-
STAR’S manager’s amendment, which allows 
for grants to create bike storage on Amtrak 
trains. Much of the increased ridership in Or-
egon and around the country is a result of 
people changing their work commutes to in-
clude public transportation. Many commuters, 
however, still need their bikes to get to and 
from the train stations, or for transportation at 
their destination. By equipping our trains with 
bike storage we offer people more choices 
and we do so in a way that is efficient, eco-
nomical, and good for the environment. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, today 
I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 6003, 
the Passenger Rail Investment and Improve-
ment Act of 2008. I am glad to see this bill on 
the House floor, as it shows a commitment by 
this Congress to strengthening and improving 
America’s passenger rail system and moving 
Amtrak forward. 

I am proud to be an original cosponsor of 
this legislation. This bill includes development 
of new intercity passenger rail services, includ-
ing $500 million per year to states to cover the 
capital costs of investing in new intercity pas-
senger rail services. By investing in new rail 
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infrastructure, this legislation creates jobs, in-
creases tourism and spurs economic develop-
ment in the communities impacted by new rail 
service. 

In Iowa’s First District, this bill will help fund 
two new routes that would both increase rail 
services and provide economic benefits. The 
routes between Chicago and the Quad Cities 
and Chicago to Dubuque, Iowa would encour-
age economic development in both Iowa and 
Illinois, while creating local jobs and decreas-
ing traffic and congestion. Both of these routes 
would provide another piece to a new trans-
portation corridor through the center of the 
country, which would be beneficial for busi-
ness and recreation from coast-to-coast. 

I am also glad to see Section 220 up for 
House passage today that includes the ‘Study 
of the Use of Biobased Lubricants.’ This lan-
guage instructs the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration to issue a report on the feasibility of 
using readily biodegradable lubricants by 
freight and passenger railroads, partly through 
comparisons of these lubricants with the petro-
leum-based lubricants traditionally used. The 
National Ag-Based Lubricants Center (NABL) 
at the University of Northern Iowa would be a 
perfect partner for the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration in this study, as NABL’s expertise 
and resources in biobased lubricants is un-
matched, and it is the only entity whose pri-
mary mission is the research and testing of 
agricultural-based lubricants. 

I thank Chairman OBERSTAR, Chairwoman 
BROWN, and the rest of Transportation & Infra-
structure Committee for their work on this leg-
islation, and I look forward to seeing these im-
portant changes becoming law. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 6003, the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improvement Act, 
authored by my friend and colleague, Chair-
man JAMES OBERSTAR of Minnesota. As a 
New Yorker, I strongly support making travel 
easier, safer, and more affordable for my con-
stituents and for all Americans who choose 
this method of travel. This bill mandates that 
preference be given to rail projects that have 
high levels of projected ridership and punc-
tuality which will include the development of a 
high speed rail project between Washington 
and New York City. H.R. 6003 serves to im-
prove not only the quality of service on the 
most popular rail line in the country, but also 
will increase the availability and accessibility of 
mass transit to individuals. In this era of sky-
rocketing energy costs and global warming, 
encouraging the development of efficient mass 
transit options is very important to improve our 
economy and protect our environment. 

As a frequent Amtrak user, I know how im-
portant it is for rail service in the Northeast 
Corridor to be in a constant state of ‘‘good re-
pair.’’ I am sure that thousands of my fellow 
passengers, men and women traveling for 
business or personal reasons on this popular 
railway also will appreciate this requirement. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of final passage of the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
and to commend Chairman OBERSTAR, Rank-
ing Member MICA, and Subcommittee Chair-
woman BROWN and Ranking Member SHU-
STER for their leadership in constructing this bi- 
partisan bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the Passenger Rail Invest-
ment and Improvement Act of 2008—author-
izes appropriations for Amtrak for FY2009– 

FY2013 and makes long overdue improve-
ments and enhancements to the system. Mil-
lions of Americans rely on Amtrak and its local 
lines for everything from commuting to work to 
going on holiday. In 2007 alone, 28 million 
passengers rode Amtrak. Amtrak has become 
a critical part of the Nation’s transportation in-
frastructure and every effort must be made to 
sustain the system as a safe and reliable 
source of transportation. 

This bill authorizes $14.5 billion for com-
muter rail transit enhancements, a high-speed 
rail service route between New York and 
Washington, DC, and contains important re-
forms and operational enhancement. The bill 
also contains needed accountability measures 
and capital improvement funding. 

To increase accountability, the bill requires 
Amtrak to implement a modern financial ac-
counting and reporting system. Amtrak must 
also submit an annual budget and business 
plan. 

With the passage of the Davis/Van Hollen/ 
Hoyer amendment regarding WMATA, the bill 
also provides a more reliable source of fund-
ing for maintenance and improvement projects 
in the Washington, DC Metro area. 

We all know that the Federal Government 
relies heavily on the Metro system to bring 
thousands of its employees to work each day: 
employees of our national security agencies, 
employees of the Department of Health and 
Human Services, and all the other Federal 
agencies that help provide services to the 
American people. But, the Metro system is 
also a critical link in any evacuation plan of 
the Nation’s capital. 

These are just a couple of the reasons the 
Federal government has invested billions of 
U.S. taxpayer dollars in WMATA construction 
and maintenance projects over the years. 
Since WMATA’s creation, keeping the Metro 
up and running has become a national priority. 

The Davis/Van Hollen/Hoyer amendment 
helps ensure the Metro remains a reliable 
source of transportation for Federal employees 
by authorizing $150 million a year in matching 
funds for ten years to help WMATA pay for 
critical improvement and maintenance. But, 
importantly, these matching funds can only be 
accessed when the local jurisdictions of Mary-
land, Virginia and the District of Columbia con-
tribute their own funds from a dedicated 
source. 

Currently, the Federal Government is at the 
whim of local jurisdictions on a year-to-year 
basis, as to whether they will uphold their part 
of this long-term Federal-local funding partner-
ship regarding WMATA. 

Our amendment specifically states that 
funds authorized in the legislation cannot be 
available until WMATA notifies the Department 
of Transportation that local jurisdictions have 
established a reliable source of funds to pay 
their share of Metro operating and mainte-
nance costs. 

Over the years, Amtrak has proven it is a 
critical and growing part of the country’s trans-
portation infrastructure. Last May, Amtrak rid-
ership rose 12.3 percent from a year earlier, 
and ticket sales climbed 15.6 percent. Despite 
continued growth, Amtrak has not been re-
authorized since 1997. 

With the passage of this bill, we have an 
opportunity to end 8 years of starvation budg-
ets that have strained Amtrak resources, fro-
zen salaries and delayed capital improve-
ments. 

I encourage my colleagues to support final 
passage of this bill. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008, legis-
lation that would authorize $14.9 billion in 
funding for Amtrak over the next 5 years. 

Rail service has integrated small commu-
nities with large cities across the country pro-
viding opportunity for economic expansion, in-
creased mobility, and environmentally sound 
transit. Since Amtrak was founded in 1971, 
our country has benefited from organized, reli-
able and safe service to individuals commuting 
to and from work and individuals using rail 
service for extended travel. With the sky-
rocketing costs of airline flights and gas prices 
at over $4 a gallon, individuals are relying 
more and more on rail service. 

It is no exaggeration to say that rail service 
is the lifeline from which New Jersey’s state 
economy draws nourishment. Our region’s 
employers—small, medium, and large—de-
pend upon an integrated rail operation to en-
able many of their employees to get to and 
from work. Clients, potential clients, and busi-
ness partners use the train to come to New 
Jersey. Our local entrepreneurs use Amtrak to 
pitch their ideas and sell their products outside 
of our home state. 

For the last 12 years, Amtrak has been suf-
fering from a lack of federal support and for 
the last 6 years it has been operating without 
Congressional authorization. In order to keep 
from going out of business, Amtrak was forced 
to delay necessary repairs and security im-
provements, freeze the salaries of its employ-
ees, rescind on employee pensions and go bil-
lions of dollars into debt. The legislation before 
us today would authorize the funding nec-
essary to improve Amtrak’s operations 
throughout the country and bring our country’s 
rail service into the 21st Century. 

H.R. 6003 authorizes $14.9 billion for Am-
trak over the next 5 years. $4.3 billion of 
which would be used for capital grants to help 
Amtrak afford to make necessary repairs and 
upgrades to the Northeast Corridor. It would 
also allow Amtrak to procure new rolling stock, 
rehabilitate existing bridges, as well as make 
additional capital improvements and mainte-
nance over its entire network. 

As a regular Amtrak rider, I appreciate the 
professionalism and service that customers 
enjoy every day. Amtrak’s hard working em-
ployees, including the over 1,300 employed in 
New Jersey, have continued to provide high 
quality service despite Amtrak’s payroll 
freezes and pension problems. The Passenger 
Rail Investment and Improvement Act would 
provide Amtrak with $3 billion in operating 
grants, which would help Amtrak make good 
on its promises to these employees. A portion 
of these funds would be used to pay employ-
ees salaries, health costs, and overtime pay. 
It would also help Amtrak pay for increasing 
fuel costs, facilities, maintenance and train op-
erations. 

This legislation would also create a new 
State Capital Grant program to provide grants 
for States for intercity passenger rail capital 
projects. In New Jersey the demand for public 
transportation has skyrocketed, with NJ Tran-
sit providing 900,000 trips per weekday on its 
trains, buses and light-rail vehicles. H.R. 6003 
would authorize over $2.5 billion in grants to 
states over the next 5 years to help organiza-
tions like NJ Transit pay for the capital costs 
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of facilities and the equipment necessary to 
provide new or improved intercity passenger 
rail. 

The Passenger Rail Investment Reauthor-
ization Act would provide $1.7 billion annually 
to help Amtrak pay off the debt it incurred 
when Congress drastically cut its funding in 
2000 and 2001. Amtrak has aggressively tar-
geted this debt, paying down $600 million from 
2002 through 2007. This bill would help Am-
trak take further steps to reduce its debt, and 
allow Amtrak to focus its resources on improv-
ing existing services and making additional 
capital and operational improvements. 

H.R. 6003 would bring American passenger 
rail into the 21st century, authorizing $1.7 bil-
lion for the construction of eleven high-speed 
rail network spanning the entire Nation. The 
first of which would be a high-speed rail cor-
ridor between Washington, D.C. and New 
York City. Countries like France, England and 
Japan have greatly improved the experience 
of commuters through the utilization of high 
speed corridors. This would lead to more effi-
cient public transportation and help the over 
1.5 million New Jerseyans who use Amtrak 
spend less time commuting and more time at 
home with their families. 

Supporting public transportation especially 
passenger rail, should be a crucial element of 
our national effort to slow the rate of global cli-
mate change and reduce our dependence on 
foreign fuels. Passenger rail consumes 21 per-
cent less energy per passenger mile than 
automobiles and 17 percent less than air-
planes. It releases half the amount of green-
house gases per passenger mile as both air 
and car travel. The continued operation of Am-
trak is an essential component of easing traffic 
congestion, reducing wear and tear on roads, 
protecting our environment and preserving 
open space in New Jersey and across the 
country. 

Rail service is a fundamental component of 
our Nation’s continually growing transportation 
system, and Amtrak has demonstrated the ca-
pacity of integrated rail service to expand eco-
nomic opportunity, commuter options, and 
make vital contributions to the fabric of our 
communities. I urge my colleagues to support 
H.R. 6003. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule and shall be 
considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment is as follows: 

H.R. 6003 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF TITLE 49, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
Except as otherwise specifically provided, 

whenever in this Act an amendment is expressed 
in terms of an amendment to a section or other 
provision of law, the reference shall be consid-
ered to be made to a section or other provision 
of title 49, United States Code. 
SEC. 3. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Amendment of title 49, United States 

Code. 
Sec. 3. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATIONS 
Sec. 101. Authorization for Amtrak capital and 

operating expenses and State cap-
ital grants. 

Sec. 102. Repayment of long-term debt and cap-
ital leases. 

Sec. 103. Other authorizations. 
Sec. 104. Tunnel project. 

TITLE II—AMTRAK REFORM AND 
OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec. 201. National railroad passenger transpor-
tation system defined. 

Sec. 202. Amtrak Board of Directors. 
Sec. 203. Establishment of improved financial 

accounting system. 
Sec. 204. Development of 5-year financial plan. 
Sec. 205. Establishment of grant process. 
Sec. 206. State-supported routes. 
Sec. 207. Metrics and standards. 
Sec. 208. Northeast Corridor state-of-good-re-

pair plan. 
Sec. 209. Northeast Corridor infrastructure and 

operations improvements. 
Sec. 210. Restructuring long-term debt and cap-

ital leases. 
Sec. 211. Study of compliance requirements at 

existing intercity rail stations. 
Sec. 212. Oversight of Amtrak’s compliance with 

accessibility requirements. 
Sec. 213. Access to Amtrak equipment and serv-

ices. 
Sec. 214. General Amtrak provisions. 
Sec. 215. Amtrak management accountability. 
Sec. 216. Passenger rail study. 
Sec. 217. Congestion grants. 
Sec. 218. Plan for restoration of service. 
Sec. 219. Locomotive biofuel study. 
Sec. 220. Study of the use of biobased lubri-

cants. 
Sec. 221. Applicability of Buy American Act. 
Sec. 222. Intercity passenger rail service per-

formance. 
Sec. 223. Amtrak Inspector General utilization 

study. 
Sec. 224. Amtrak service preference study. 

TITLE III—INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL 
POLICY 

Sec. 301. Capital assistance for intercity pas-
senger rail service; State rail 
plans. 

Sec. 302. State rail plans. 
Sec. 303. Next generation corridor train equip-

ment pool. 
Sec. 304. Rail cooperative research program. 
Sec. 305. Passenger rail system comparison 

study. 
TITLE IV—COMMUTER RAIL TRANSIT 

ENHANCEMENT 
Sec. 401. Commuter rail transit enhancement. 

TITLE V—HIGH-SPEED RAIL 
Sec. 501. High-speed rail corridor program. 
Sec. 502. Additional high-speed projects. 
Sec. 503. High-speed rail study. 
Sec. 504. Grant conditions. 

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION FOR AMTRAK CAPITAL 

AND OPERATING EXPENSES AND 
STATE CAPITAL GRANTS. 

(a) OPERATING GRANTS.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for the use of Amtrak for operating costs 
the following amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2009, $525,000,000. 
(2) For fiscal year 2010, $600,000,000. 
(3) For fiscal year 2011, $614,000,000. 
(4) For fiscal year 2012, $638,000,000. 
(5) For fiscal year 2013, $654,000,000. 
(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Out of the amounts 

authorized under subsection (a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of 
Transportation for the Office of the Inspector 
General of Amtrak the following amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2009, $20,368,900. 
(2) For fiscal year 2010, $22,586,000. 
(3) For fiscal year 2011, $24,337,000. 
(4) For fiscal year 2012, $26,236,000. 
(5) For fiscal year 2013, $28,287,000. 
(c) AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT COM-

PLIANCE.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of Transportation for 
the use of Amtrak for compliance with the re-
quirements of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.) the following 
amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2009, $68,500,000. 
(2) For fiscal year 2010, $240,000,000. 
(3) For fiscal year 2011, $240,000,000. 
(4) For fiscal year 2012, $240,000,000. 
(5) For fiscal year 2013, $240,000,000. 
(d) CAPITAL GRANTS.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for the use of Amtrak for capital projects 
(as defined in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of sec-
tion 24401(2) of title 49, United States Code) to 
bring the Northeast Corridor (as defined in sec-
tion 24102(a)) to a state-of-good-repair, for cap-
ital expenses of the national rail passenger 
transportation system, and for purposes of mak-
ing capital grants under section 24402 of that 
title to States, the following amounts: 

(1) For fiscal year 2009, $1,202,000,000. 
(2) For fiscal year 2010, $1,321,000,000. 
(3) For fiscal year 2011, $1,321,000,000. 
(4) For fiscal year 2012, $1,427,000,000. 
(5) For fiscal year 2013, $1,427,000,000. 
(e) AMOUNTS FOR STATE GRANTS.—Out of the 

amounts authorized under subsection (d), the 
following percentage shall be available each fis-
cal year for capital grants to States under sec-
tion 24402 of title 49, United States Code, to be 
administered by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation: 

(1) 41.60 percent for fiscal year 2009. 
(2) 38 percent for fiscal year 2010. 
(3) 38 percent for fiscal year 2011. 
(4) 35 percent for fiscal year 2012. 
(5) 35 percent for fiscal year 2013. 
(f) PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT.—The 

Secretary may withhold up to 1⁄2 of 1 percent of 
amounts appropriated pursuant to subsection 
(d) for the costs of project management over-
sight of capital projects carried out by Amtrak. 
SEC. 102. REPAYMENT OF LONG-TERM DEBT AND 

CAPITAL LEASES. 
(a) AMTRAK PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST PAY-

MENTS.— 
(1) PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST ON DEBT SERV-

ICE.—There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Transportation for the use of 
Amtrak for retirement of principal and payment 
of interest on loans for capital equipment, or 
capital leases, not more than the following 
amounts: 

(A) For fiscal year 2009, $345,000,000. 
(B) For fiscal year 2010, $345,000,000. 
(C) For fiscal year 2011, $345,000,000. 
(D) For fiscal year 2012, $345,000,000. 
(E) For fiscal year 2013, $345,000,000. 
(2) EARLY BUYOUT OPTION.—There are author-

ized to be appropriated to the Secretary of 
Transportation such sums as may be necessary 
for the use of Amtrak for the payment of costs 
associated with early buyout options if the exer-
cise of those options is determined to be advan-
tageous to Amtrak. 

(3) LEGAL EFFECT OF PAYMENTS UNDER THIS 
SECTION.—The payment of principal and interest 
on secured debt, with the proceeds of grants au-
thorized by this section shall not— 

(A) modify the extent or nature of any indebt-
edness of the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration to the United States in existence of the 
date of enactment of this Act; 

(B) change the private nature of Amtrak’s or 
its successors’ liabilities; or 

(C) imply any Federal guarantee or commit-
ment to amortize Amtrak’s outstanding indebt-
edness. 
SEC. 103. OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Transportation— 
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(1) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2009 

through 2013 to carry out the rail cooperative 
research program under section 24910 of title 49, 
United States Code; and 

(2) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2009, to remain 
available until expended, for grants to Amtrak 
and States participating in the Next Generation 
Corridor Train Equipment Pool Committee es-
tablished under section 303 of this Act for the 
purpose of designing, developing specifications 
for, and initiating the procurement of an initial 
order of 1 or more types of standardized next- 
generation corridor train equipment and estab-
lishing a jointly owned corporation to manage 
that equipment. 
SEC. 104. TUNNEL PROJECT. 

(a) NEW TUNNEL ALIGNMENT AND ENVIRON-
MENTAL REVIEW.—Not later than September 30, 
2013, the Federal Railroad Administration, 
working with Amtrak, the City of Baltimore, 
State of Maryland, and rail operators described 
in subsection (b), shall— 

(1) approve a new rail tunnel alignment in 
Baltimore that will permit an increase in train 
speed and service reliability; and 

(2) ensure completion of the related environ-
mental review process. 

(b) AFFECTED RAIL OPERATORS.—Rail opera-
tors other than Amtrak may participate in ac-
tivities described in subsection (a) to the extent 
that they can demonstrate the intention and 
ability to contribute to the construction of the 
new tunnel. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Federal Railroad Administration for carrying 
out this section $60,000,000 for the period encom-
passing fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

TITLE II—AMTRAK REFORM AND 
OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 

SEC. 201. NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DE-
FINED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24102 is amended— 
(1) by striking paragraph (2); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and 

(5) as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respectively; 
and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4) as so re-
designated the following: 

‘‘(5) ‘national rail passenger transportation 
system’ means— 

‘‘(A) the segment of the Northeast Corridor be-
tween Boston, Massachusetts and Washington, 
DC; 

‘‘(B) rail corridors that have been designated 
by the Secretary of Transportation as high- 
speed corridors (other than corridors described 
in subparagraph (A)), but only after they have 
been improved to permit operation of high-speed 
service; 

‘‘(C) long distance routes of more than 750 
miles between endpoints operated by Amtrak as 
of the date of enactment of the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 2008; and 

‘‘(D) short-distance corridors, or routes of not 
more than 750 miles between endpoints, operated 
by— 

‘‘(i) Amtrak; or 
‘‘(ii) another rail carrier that receives funds 

under chapter 244.’’. 
(b) AMTRAK ROUTES WITH STATE FUNDING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 247 is amended by 

inserting after section 24701 the following: 
‘‘§ 24702. Transportation requested by States, 

authorities, and other persons 
‘‘(a) CONTRACTS FOR TRANSPORTATION.—Am-

trak may enter into a contract with a State, a 
regional or local authority, or another person 
for Amtrak to operate an intercity rail service or 
route not included in the national rail pas-
senger transportation system upon such terms as 
the parties thereto may agree. 

‘‘(b) DISCONTINUANCE.—Upon termination of a 
contract entered into under this section, or the 
cessation of financial support under such a con-
tract by either party, Amtrak may discontinue 

such service or route, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 247 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 24701 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘24702. Transportation requested by States, au-

thorities, and other persons.’’. 
(c) AMTRAK TO CONTINUE TO PROVIDE NON- 

HIGH-SPEED SERVICES.—Nothing in this Act is 
intended to preclude Amtrak from restoring, im-
proving, or developing non-high-speed intercity 
passenger rail service. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 24706.—Section 
24706 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
all service over routes provided by Amtrak, not-
withstanding any provision of section 24701 of 
this title or any other provision of this title ex-
cept section 24702(b).’’. 
SEC. 202. AMTRAK BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24302 is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘§ 24302. Board of Directors 

‘‘(a) COMPOSITION AND TERMS.— 
‘‘(1) The Board of Directors of Amtrak is com-

posed of the following 10 directors, each of 
whom must be a citizen of the United States: 

‘‘(A) The Secretary of Transportation. 
‘‘(B) The President of Amtrak, who shall serve 

ex officio, as a non-voting member. 
‘‘(C) 8 individuals appointed by the President 

of the United States, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, with general busi-
ness and financial experience, experience or 
qualifications in transportation, freight and 
passenger rail transportation, travel, hospi-
tality, cruise line, and passenger air transpor-
tation businesses, or representatives of employ-
ees or users of passenger rail transportation or 
a State government. 

‘‘(2) In selecting individuals described in 
paragraph (1) for nominations for appointments 
to the Board, the President shall consult with 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the 
minority leader of the House of Representatives, 
the majority leader of the Senate, and the mi-
nority leader of the Senate and try to provide 
adequate and balanced representation of the 
major geographic regions of the United States 
served by Amtrak. 

‘‘(3) An individual appointed under para-
graph (1)(C) of this subsection serves for 5 years 
or until the individual’s successor is appointed 
and qualified. Not more than 5 individuals ap-
pointed under paragraph (1)(C) may be members 
of the same political party. 

‘‘(4) The Board shall elect a chairman and a 
vice chairman from among its membership. The 
vice chairman shall serve as chairman in the ab-
sence of the chairman. 

‘‘(5) The Secretary may be represented at 
board meetings by the Secretary’s designee. 

‘‘(b) PAY AND EXPENSES.—Each director not 
employed by the United States Government is 
entitled to $300 a day when performing Board 
duties. Each Director is entitled to reimburse-
ment for necessary travel, reasonable secretarial 
and professional staff support, and subsistence 
expenses incurred in attending Board meetings. 

‘‘(c) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Board is 
filled in the same way as the original selection, 
except that an individual appointed by the 
President of the United States under subsection 
(a)(1)(C) of this section to fill a vacancy occur-
ring before the end of the term for which the 
predecessor of that individual was appointed is 
appointed for the remainder of that term. A va-
cancy required to be filled by appointment 
under subsection (a)(1)(C) must be filled not 
later than 120 days after the vacancy occurs. 

‘‘(d) QUORUM.—A majority of the members 
serving shall constitute a quorum for doing busi-
ness. 

‘‘(e) BYLAWS.—The Board may adopt and 
amend bylaws governing the operation of Am-

trak. The bylaws shall be consistent with this 
part and the articles of incorporation.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR DIRECTORS’ PROVI-
SION.—The amendment made by subsection (a) 
shall take effect 6 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act. The members of the Amtrak 
Board serving on the date of enactment of this 
Act may continue to serve for the remainder of 
the term to which they were appointed. 
SEC. 203. ESTABLISHMENT OF IMPROVED FINAN-

CIAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Amtrak Board of Direc-

tors— 
(1) may employ an independent financial con-

sultant with experience in railroad accounting 
to assist Amtrak in improving Amtrak’s finan-
cial accounting and reporting system and prac-
tices; 

(2) shall implement a modern financial ac-
counting and reporting system not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act; and 

(3) shall, not later than 90 days after the end 
of each fiscal year through fiscal year 2013— 

(A) submit to Congress a comprehensive report 
that allocates all of Amtrak’s revenues and costs 
to each of its routes, each of its lines of busi-
ness, and each major activity within each route 
and line of business activity, including— 

(i) train operations; 
(ii) equipment maintenance; 
(iii) food service; 
(iv) sleeping cars; 
(v) ticketing; and 
(vi) reservations; 
(B) include the report described in subpara-

graph (A) in Amtrak’s annual report; and 
(C) post such report on Amtrak’s website. 
(b) VERIFICATION OF SYSTEM; REPORT.—The 

Inspector General of the Department of Trans-
portation shall review the accounting system de-
signed and implemented under subsection (a) to 
ensure that it accomplishes the purposes for 
which it is intended. The Inspector General 
shall report his findings and conclusions, to-
gether with any recommendations, to the House 
of Representatives Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure and the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

(c) CATEGORIZATION OF REVENUES AND EX-
PENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subsection 
(a), the Amtrak Board of Directors shall sepa-
rately categorize routes, assigned revenues, and 
attributable expenses by type of service, includ-
ing long distance routes, State-sponsored routes, 
commuter contract routes, and Northeast Cor-
ridor routes. 

(2) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR.—Amtrak revenues 
generated by freight and commuter railroads op-
erating on the Northeast Corridor shall be sepa-
rately listed to include the charges per car mile 
assessed by Amtrak to other freight and com-
muter railroad entities. 

(3) FIXED OVERHEAD EXPENSES.—Fixed over-
head expenses that are not directly assigned or 
attributed to any route (or group of routes) 
shall be listed separately by line item and ex-
pense category. 
SEC. 204. DEVELOPMENT OF 5-YEAR FINANCIAL 

PLAN. 
(a) DEVELOPMENT OF 5-YEAR FINANCIAL 

PLAN.—The Amtrak Board of Directors shall 
submit an annual budget and business plan for 
Amtrak, and a 5-year financial plan for the fis-
cal year to which that budget and business plan 
relate and the subsequent 4 years, prepared in 
accordance with this section, to the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Inspector General of the 
Department of Transportation no later than— 

(1) the first day of each fiscal year beginning 
after the date of enactment of this Act; or 

(2) the date that is 60 days after the date of 
enactment of an appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year, if later. 

(b) CONTENTS OF 5-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN.— 
The 5-year financial plan for Amtrak shall in-
clude, at a minimum— 
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(1) all projected revenues and expenditures for 

Amtrak, including governmental funding 
sources; 

(2) projected ridership levels for all Amtrak 
passenger operations; 

(3) revenue and expenditure forecasts for non- 
passenger operations; 

(4) capital funding requirements and expendi-
tures necessary to maintain passenger service 
which will accommodate predicted ridership lev-
els and predicted sources of capital funding; 

(5) operational funding needs, if any, to main-
tain current and projected levels of passenger 
service, including state-supported routes and 
predicted funding sources; 

(6) projected capital and operating require-
ments, ridership, and revenue for any new pas-
senger service operations or service expansions; 

(7) an assessment of the continuing financial 
stability of Amtrak, such as Amtrak’s ability to 
efficiently manage its workforce, and Amtrak’s 
ability to effectively provide passenger train 
service; 

(8) estimates of long-term and short-term debt 
and associated principal and interest payments 
(both current and anticipated); 

(9) annual cash flow forecasts; 
(10) a statement describing methods of esti-

mation and significant assumptions; 
(11) specific measures that demonstrate meas-

urable improvement year over year in the finan-
cial results of Amtrak’s operations; 

(12) prior fiscal year and projected operating 
ratio, cash operating loss, and cash operating 
loss per passenger on a route, business line, and 
corporate basis; 

(13) prior fiscal year and projected specific 
costs and savings estimates resulting from re-
form initiatives; 

(14) prior fiscal year and projected labor pro-
ductivity statistics on a route, business line, and 
corporate basis; and 

(15) prior fiscal year and projected equipment 
reliability statistics. 

(c) STANDARDS TO PROMOTE FINANCIAL STA-
BILITY.—In meeting the requirements of sub-
section (b), Amtrak shall— 

(1) apply sound budgetary practices, includ-
ing reducing costs and other expenditures, im-
proving productivity, increasing revenues, or 
combinations of such practices; 

(2) use the categories specified in the financial 
accounting and reporting system developed 
under section 203 when preparing its 5-year fi-
nancial plan; and 

(3) ensure that the plan is consistent with the 
authorizations of appropriations under title I of 
this Act. 
SEC. 205. ESTABLISHMENT OF GRANT PROCESS. 

(a) GRANT REQUESTS.—Amtrak shall submit 
grant requests (including a schedule for the dis-
bursement of funds), consistent with the re-
quirements of this Act, to the Secretary of 
Transportation for funds authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary for the use of Am-
trak under sections 101(a), (c), and (d), 102, and 
103(c) of this Act. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR GRANT REQUESTS.—The 
Secretary shall establish substantive and proce-
dural requirements, including schedules, for 
grant requests under this section not later than 
30 days after the date of enactment of this Act 
and shall transmit copies to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate. 

(c) REVIEW AND APPROVAL.— 
(1) 30-DAY APPROVAL PROCESS.—The Secretary 

shall complete the review of a complete grant re-
quest (including the disbursement schedule) and 
approve or disapprove the request within 30 
days after the date on which Amtrak submits 
the grant request. If the Secretary disapproves 
the request or determines that the request is in-
complete or deficient, the Secretary shall include 
the reason for disapproval or the incomplete 
items or deficiencies in the notice to Amtrak. 

(2) 15-DAY MODIFICATION PERIOD.—Within 15 
days after receiving notification from the Sec-
retary under the preceding sentence, Amtrak 
shall submit a modified request for the Sec-
retary’s review. 

(3) REVISED REQUESTS.—Within 15 days after 
receiving a modified request from Amtrak, the 
Secretary shall either approve the modified re-
quest, or, if the Secretary finds that the request 
is still incomplete or deficient, the Secretary 
shall identify in writing to the House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure and the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation the re-
maining deficiencies and recommend a process 
for resolving the outstanding portions of the re-
quest. 
SEC. 206. STATE-SUPPORTED ROUTES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Board of Di-
rectors of Amtrak, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Transportation and the governors of 
each relevant State and the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia or groups representing those 
officials, shall develop and implement a single, 
Nationwide standardized methodology for estab-
lishing and allocating the operating and capital 
costs among the States and Amtrak associated 
with trains operated on routes described in sec-
tion 24102(5)(B) or (D) or section 24702 that— 

(1) ensures, within 5 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act, equal treatment in the 
provision of like services of all States and 
groups of States (including the District of Co-
lumbia); and 

(2) allocates to each route the costs incurred 
only for the benefit of that route and a propor-
tionate share, based upon factors that reason-
ably reflect relative use, of costs incurred for the 
common benefit of more than 1 route. 

(b) REVIEW.—If Amtrak and the States (in-
cluding the District of Columbia) in which Am-
trak operates such routes do not voluntarily 
adopt and implement the methodology developed 
under subsection (a) in allocating costs and de-
termining compensation for the provision of 
service in accordance with the date established 
therein, the Surface Transportation Board shall 
determine the appropriate methodology required 
under subsection (a) for such services in accord-
ance with the procedures and procedural sched-
ule applicable to a proceeding under section 
24904(c) of title 49, United States Code, and re-
quire the full implementation of this method-
ology with regards to the provision of such serv-
ice within 1 year after the Board’s determina-
tion of the appropriate methodology. 

(c) USE OF CHAPTER 244 FUNDS.—Funds pro-
vided to a State under chapter 244 of title 49, 
United States Code, may be used, as provided in 
that chapter, to pay capital costs determined in 
accordance with this section. 
SEC. 207. METRICS AND STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
of the Federal Railroad Administration and Am-
trak shall jointly, in consultation with the Sur-
face Transportation Board, rail carriers over 
whose rail lines Amtrak trains operate, States, 
Amtrak employees, nonprofit employee organi-
zations representing Amtrak employees, and 
groups representing Amtrak passengers, as ap-
propriate, develop new or improve existing 
metrics and minimum standards for measuring 
the performance and service quality of intercity 
passenger train operations, including cost recov-
ery, on-time performance and minutes of delay, 
ridership, on-board services, stations, facilities, 
equipment, and other services. Such metrics, at 
a minimum, shall include the percentage of 
avoidable and fully allocated operating costs 
covered by passenger revenues on each route, 
ridership per train mile operated, measures of 
on-time performance and delays incurred by 
intercity passenger trains on the rail lines of 
each rail carrier and, for long distance routes, 
measures of connectivity with other routes in all 

regions currently receiving Amtrak service and 
the transportation needs of communities and 
populations that are not well-served by other 
forms of public transportation. Amtrak shall 
provide reasonable access to the Federal Rail-
road Administration in order to enable the Ad-
ministration to carry out its duty under this sec-
tion. 

(b) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—The Administrator 
of the Federal Railroad Administration shall 
collect the necessary data and publish a quar-
terly report on the performance and service 
quality of intercity passenger train operations, 
including Amtrak’s cost recovery, ridership, on- 
time performance and minutes of delay, causes 
of delay, on-board services, stations, facilities, 
equipment, and other services. 

(c) CONTRACT WITH HOST RAIL CARRIERS.—To 
the extent practicable, Amtrak and its host rail 
carriers shall incorporate the metrics and stand-
ards developed under subsection (a) into their 
access and service agreements. 

(d) ARBITRATION.—If the development of the 
metrics and standards is not completed within 
the 180-day period required by subsection (a), 
any party involved in the development of those 
standards may petition the Surface Transpor-
tation Board to appoint an arbitrator to assist 
the parties in resolving their disputes through 
binding arbitration. 
SEC. 208. NORTHEAST CORRIDOR STATE-OF- 

GOOD-REPAIR PLAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 9 months after the 

date of enactment of this Act, the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation, in consultation 
with the Secretary and the States (including the 
District of Columbia) that make up the North-
east Corridor (as defined in section 24102 of title 
49, United States Code), shall prepare a capital 
spending plan for capital projects required to re-
turn the railroad right-of-way (including track, 
signals, and auxiliary structures), facilities, sta-
tions, and equipment, of the Northeast Corridor 
to a state of good repair by the end of fiscal 
year 2024, consistent with the funding levels au-
thorized in this Act and shall submit the plan to 
the Secretary. 

(b) APPROVAL BY THE SECRETARY.— 
(1) The Corporation shall submit the capital 

spending plan prepared under this section to the 
Secretary of Transportation for review and ap-
proval pursuant to the procedures developed 
under section 205 of this Act. 

(2) The Secretary of Transportation shall re-
quire that the plan be updated at least annually 
and shall review and approve such updates. 
During review, the Secretary shall seek com-
ments and review from the commission estab-
lished under section 24905 of title 49, United 
States Code, and other Northeast Corridor users 
regarding the plan. 

(3) The Secretary shall make grants to the 
Corporation with funds authorized by section 
101(d) of this Act for Northeast Corridor capital 
investments contained within the capital spend-
ing plan prepared by the Corporation and ap-
proved by the Secretary. 

(4) Using the funds authorized by section 
101(f) of this Act, the Secretary shall review Am-
trak’s capital expenditures funded by this sec-
tion to ensure that such expenditures are con-
sistent with the capital spending plan and that 
Amtrak is providing adequate project manage-
ment oversight and fiscal controls. 

(c) ELIGIBILITY OF EXPENDITURES.—The Fed-
eral share of expenditures for capital improve-
ments under this section may not exceed 100 per-
cent. 
SEC. 209. NORTHEAST CORRIDOR INFRASTRUC-

TURE AND OPERATIONS IMPROVE-
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 24905 is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘§ 24905. Northeast Corridor Infrastructure 

and Operations Advisory Commission 
‘‘(a) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR INFRASTRUCTURE 

AND OPERATIONS ADVISORY COMMISSION.— 
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‘‘(1) Within 180 days after the date of enact-

ment of the Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act of 2008, the Secretary of Trans-
portation shall establish a Northeast Corridor 
Infrastructure and Operations Advisory Com-
mission (hereinafter referred to in this section as 
the ‘Commission’) to promote mutual coopera-
tion and planning pertaining to the rail oper-
ations and related activities of the Northeast 
Corridor. The Commission shall be made up of— 

‘‘(A) members representing the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation; 

‘‘(B) members representing the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration; 

‘‘(C) 1 member from each of the States (includ-
ing the District of Columbia) that constitute the 
Northeast Corridor as defined in section 24102, 
designated by, and serving at the pleasure of, 
the chief executive officer thereof; and 

‘‘(D) non-voting representatives of freight 
railroad carriers using the Northeast Corridor 
selected by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall ensure that the mem-
bership belonging to any of the groups enumer-
ated under subparagraph (1) shall not con-
stitute a majority of the commission’s member-
ships. 

‘‘(3) The commission shall establish a schedule 
and location for convening meetings, but shall 
meet no less than four times per fiscal year, and 
the commission shall develop rules and proce-
dures to govern the commission’s proceedings. 

‘‘(4) A vacancy in the Commission shall be 
filled in the manner in which the original ap-
pointment was made. 

‘‘(5) Members shall serve without pay but 
shall receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sec-
tions 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(6) The Chairman of the Commission shall be 
elected by the members. 

‘‘(7) The Commission may appoint and fix the 
pay of such personnel as it considers appro-
priate. 

‘‘(8) Upon request of the Commission, the 
head of any department or agency of the United 
States may detail, on a reimbursable basis, any 
of the personnel of that department or agency to 
the Commission to assist it in carrying out its 
duties under this section. 

‘‘(9) Upon the request of the Commission, the 
Administrator of General Services shall provide 
to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis, the 
administrative support services necessary for the 
Commission to carry out its responsibilities 
under this section. 

‘‘(10) The commission shall consult with other 
entities as appropriate. 

‘‘(b) GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Com-
mission shall develop recommendations con-
cerning Northeast Corridor rail infrastructure 
and operations including proposals addressing, 
as appropriate— 

‘‘(1) short-term and long-term capital invest-
ment needs beyond the state-of-good-repair 
under section 208 of the Passenger Rail Invest-
ment and Improvement Act of 2008; 

‘‘(2) future funding requirements for capital 
improvements and maintenance; 

‘‘(3) operational improvements of intercity 
passenger rail, commuter rail, and freight rail 
services; 

‘‘(4) opportunities for additional non-rail uses 
of the Northeast Corridor; 

‘‘(5) scheduling and dispatching; 
‘‘(6) safety enhancements; 
‘‘(7) equipment design; 
‘‘(8) marketing of rail services; and 
‘‘(9) future capacity requirements. 
‘‘(c) ACCESS COSTS.— 
‘‘(1) DEVELOPMENT OF FORMULA.—Within 1 

year after verification of Amtrak’s new finan-
cial accounting system pursuant to section 
203(b) of the Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act of 2008, the Commission shall— 

‘‘(A) develop a standardized formula for deter-
mining and allocating costs, revenues, and com-

pensation for Northeast Corridor commuter rail 
passenger transportation, as defined in section 
24102 of this title, that use National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation facilities or services or 
that provide such facilities or services to the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation that en-
sure that— 

‘‘(i) there is no cross-subsidization of com-
muter rail passenger, intercity rail passenger, or 
freight rail transportation; and 

‘‘(ii) each service is assigned the costs in-
curred only for the benefit of that service, and 
a proportionate share, based upon factors that 
reasonably reflect relative use, of costs incurred 
for the common benefit of more than 1 service; 

‘‘(B) develop a proposed timetable for imple-
menting the formula before the end of the 6th 
year following the date of enactment of that 
Act; 

‘‘(C) transmit the proposed timetable to the 
Surface Transportation Board; and 

‘‘(D) at the request of a Commission member, 
petition the Surface Transportation Board to 
appoint a mediator to assist the Commission 
members through non-binding mediation to 
reach an agreement under this section. 

‘‘(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—The National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation and the commuter 
authorities providing commuter rail passenger 
transportation on the Northeast Corridor shall 
implement new agreements for usage of facilities 
or services based on the formula proposed in 
paragraph (1) in accordance with the timetable 
established therein. If the entities fail to imple-
ment such new agreements in accordance with 
the timetable, the Commission shall petition the 
Surface Transportation Board to determine the 
appropriate compensation amounts for such 
services in accordance with section 24904(c) of 
this title. The Surface Transportation Board 
shall enforce its determination on the party or 
parties involved. 

‘‘(d) TRANSMISSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
The commission shall annually transmit the rec-
ommendations developed under subsection (b) 
and the formula and timetable developed under 
subsection (c)(1) to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
24904(c)(2) is amended by— 

(A) inserting ‘‘commuter rail passenger and’’ 
after ‘‘between’’; and 

(B) striking ‘‘freight’’ in the second sentence. 
(2) The chapter analysis for chapter 249 is 

amended by striking the item relating to section 
24905 and inserting the following: 
‘‘24905. Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and 

Operations Advisory Commis-
sion.’’. 

(c) ACELA SERVICE STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Amtrak shall conduct a con-

duct a study to determine the infrastructure and 
equipment improvements necessary to provide 
regular Acela service— 

(A) between Washington, DC and New York 
City— 

(i) in 2 hours and 30 minutes; 
(ii) in 2 hours and 15 minutes; and 
(iii) in 2 hours; and 
(B) between New York City and Boston— 
(i) in 3 hours and 15 minutes; 
(ii) in 3 hours; and 
(iii) in 2 hours and 45 minutes. 
(2) ISSUES.—The study conducted under para-

graph (1) shall include— 
(A) an estimated time frame for achieving the 

trip time described in paragraph (1); 
(B) an analysis of any significant obstacles 

that would hinder such an achievement; and 
(C) a detailed description and cost estimate of 

the specific infrastructure and equipment im-
provements necessary for such an achievement. 

(3) REPORT.—Within 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall submit a 
written report containing the results of the 
study required under this subsection to— 

(A) the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives; 

(B) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives; 

(C) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate; 

(D) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate; and 

(E) the Federal Railroad Administration. 
(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Transportation to enable Amtrak to 
conduct the study under this subsection 
$5,000,000. 
SEC. 210. RESTRUCTURING LONG-TERM DEBT 

AND CAPITAL LEASES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Treas-

ury, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Transportation and Amtrak, may make agree-
ments to restructure Amtrak’s indebtedness as of 
the date of enactment of this Act. This author-
ization expires 18 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(b) DEBT RESTRUCTURING.—The Secretary of 
the Treasury, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Transportation and Amtrak, shall enter into 
negotiations with the holders of Amtrak debt, 
including leases, outstanding on the date of en-
actment of this Act for the purpose of restruc-
turing (including repayment) and repaying that 
debt. The Secretary of the Treasury may secure 
agreements for restructuring or repayment on 
such terms as the Secretary of the Treasury 
deems favorable to the interests of the Govern-
ment. 

(c) CRITERIA.—In restructuring Amtrak’s in-
debtedness, the Secretary of the Treasury and 
Amtrak— 

(1) shall take into consideration repayment 
costs, the term of any loan or loans, and market 
conditions; and 

(2) shall ensure that the restructuring results 
in significant savings to Amtrak and the United 
States Government. 

(d) PAYMENT OF RENEGOTIATED DEBT.—If the 
criteria under subsection (c) are met, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may assume or repay the 
restructured debt, as appropriate. 

(e) AMTRAK PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST PAY-
MENTS.— 

(1) PRINCIPAL ON DEBT SERVICE.—Unless the 
Secretary of the Treasury makes sufficient pay-
ments to creditors under subsection (d) so that 
Amtrak is required to make no payments to 
creditors in a fiscal year, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall use funds authorized by 
section 102(a)(1) of this Act for the use of Am-
trak for retirement of principal on loans for cap-
ital equipment, or capital leases. 

(2) INTEREST ON DEBT.—Unless the Secretary 
of the Treasury makes sufficient payments to 
creditors under subsection (d) so that Amtrak is 
required to make no payments to creditors in a 
fiscal year, the Secretary of Transportation 
shall use funds authorized by section 102(a)(1) 
of this Act for the use of Amtrak for the pay-
ment of interest on loans for capital equipment, 
or capital leases. 

(3) REDUCTIONS IN AUTHORIZATION LEVELS.— 
Whenever action taken by the Secretary of the 
Treasury under subsection (a) results in reduc-
tions in amounts of principal or interest that 
Amtrak must service on existing debt, the cor-
responding amounts authorized by section 
102(a)(1) shall be reduced accordingly. 

(f) LEGAL EFFECT OF PAYMENTS UNDER THIS 
SECTION.—The payment of principal and inter-
est on secured debt, other than debt assumed 
under subsection (d), with the proceeds of 
grants under subsection (e) shall not— 

(1) modify the extent or nature of any indebt-
edness of the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration to the United States in existence of the 
date of enactment of this Act; 

(2) change the private nature of Amtrak’s or 
its successors’ liabilities; or 

(3) imply any Federal guarantee or commit-
ment to amortize Amtrak’s outstanding indebt-
edness. 
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(g) SECRETARY APPROVAL.—Amtrak may not 

incur more debt after the date of enactment of 
this Act without the express advance approval 
of the Secretary of Transportation. 

(h) REPORT.—The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transmit a report to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives, the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives, the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate, by November 1, 
2009— 

(1) describing in detail any agreements to re-
structure the Amtrak debt; and 

(2) providing an estimate of the savings to 
Amtrak and the United States Government. 
SEC. 211. STUDY OF COMPLIANCE REQUIRE-

MENTS AT EXISTING INTERCITY 
RAIL STATIONS. 

Amtrak, in consultation with station owners 
and other railroads operating service through 
the existing stations that it serves, shall evalu-
ate the improvements necessary to make these 
stations readily accessible to and usable by indi-
viduals with disabilities, as required by such 
section 242(e)(2) of the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act of 1990, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
12162(e)(2)). The evaluation shall include, for 
each applicable station, improvements required 
to bring it into compliance with the applicable 
parts of such section 242(e)(2), any potential 
barriers to achieving compliance, the estimated 
cost of the improvements necessary, the identi-
fication of the responsible person (as defined in 
section 241(5) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 12161(5))), 
and the earliest practicable date when such im-
provements can be made. The evaluation shall 
also include an overall schedule for bringing all 
applicable stations into compliance with the ap-
plicable parts of section 242(e)(2). Amtrak shall 
submit the evaluation to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives; the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate; the 
Department of Transportation; and the National 
Council on Disability by July 1, 2009, along with 
recommendations for funding the necessary im-
provements. Should the Department of Trans-
portation issue the Final Rule to its Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking of February 27, 2006, on 
‘‘Transportation for Individuals with Disabil-
ities,’’ after Amtrak submits its evaluation, Am-
trak shall, not later than 120 days after the date 
the Final Rule is published, submit to the above 
parties a supplemental evaluation on the impact 
of those changes on its cost and schedule for 
achieving full compliance. 
SEC. 212. OVERSIGHT OF AMTRAK’S COMPLIANCE 

WITH ACCESSIBILITY REQUIRE-
MENTS. 

Using the funds authorized by section 101(f) 
of this Act, the Federal Railroad Administration 
shall monitor and conduct periodic reviews of 
Amtrak’s compliance with applicable sections of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1974 to ensure that 
Amtrak’s services and facilities are accessible to 
individuals with disabilities to the extent re-
quired by law. 
SEC. 213. ACCESS TO AMTRAK EQUIPMENT AND 

SERVICES. 
If a State desires to select or selects an entity 

other than Amtrak to provide services required 
for the operation of an intercity passenger train 
route described in section 24102(5)(D) or 24702 of 
title 49, United States Code, the State may make 
an agreement with Amtrak to use facilities and 
equipment of, or have services provided by, Am-
trak under terms agreed to by the State and Am-
trak to enable the State to utilize an entity 
other than Amtrak to provide services required 
for operation of the route. If the parties cannot 
agree upon terms, and the Surface Transpor-
tation Board finds that access to Amtrak’s fa-
cilities or equipment, or the provision of services 
by Amtrak, is necessary to carry out this provi-
sion and that the operation of Amtrak’s other 

services will not be impaired thereby, the Sur-
face Transportation Board shall, within 120 
days after submission of the dispute, issue an 
order that the facilities and equipment be made 
available, and that services be provided, by Am-
trak, and shall determine reasonable compensa-
tion, liability and other terms for use of the fa-
cilities and equipment and provision of the serv-
ices. Compensation shall be determined in ac-
cordance with the methodology established pur-
suant to section 206 of this Act. 
SEC. 214. GENERAL AMTRAK PROVISIONS. 

(a) REPEAL OF SELF-SUFFICIENCY REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—Section 24101(d) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘plan to operate within the 
funding levels authorized by section 24104 of 
this chapter, including budgetary goals for fis-
cal years 1998 through 2002.’’ and inserting 
‘‘plan, consistent with section 204 of the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008, including the budgetary goals for fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013.’’; and 

(B) by striking the last sentence and inserting 
‘‘Amtrak and its Board of Directors shall adopt 
a long-term plan that minimizes the need for 
Federal operating subsidies.’’. 

(2) AMTRAK REFORM AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
AMENDMENTS.—Title II of the Amtrak Reform 
and Accountability Act of 1997 (49 U.S.C. 24101 
nt) is amended by striking sections 204 and 205. 

(b) LEASE ARRANGEMENTS.—Amtrak may ob-
tain services from the Administrator of General 
Services, and the Administrator may provide 
services to Amtrak, under section 201(b) and 
211(b) of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Service Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 481(b) and 
491(b)) for each of fiscal years 2009 through 
2013. 

(c) TRAVEL FACILITATION.—Using existing au-
thority or agreements, or upon reaching addi-
tional agreements with Canada, the Secretary of 
Transportation and other Federal agencies, as 
appropriate, are authorized to establish facili-
ties and procedures to conduct preclearance of 
passengers traveling on Amtrak trains from 
Canada to the United States. The Secretary 
shall seek to establish such facilities and proce-
dures in areas determined appropriate by the 
Secretary. 
SEC. 215. AMTRAK MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT-

ABILITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 243 is amended by 

inserting after section 24309 the following: 
‘‘§ 24310. Management accountability 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Three years after the date 
of enactment of the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008, and two years 
thereafter, the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Transportation shall complete an over-
all assessment of the progress made by Amtrak 
management and the Department of Transpor-
tation in implementing the provisions of that 
Act. 

‘‘(b) ASSESSMENT.—The management assess-
ment undertaken by the Inspector General may 
include a review of— 

‘‘(1) effectiveness in improving annual finan-
cial planning; 

‘‘(2) effectiveness in implementing improved fi-
nancial accounting; 

‘‘(3) efforts to implement minimum train per-
formance standards; 

‘‘(4) progress maximizing revenues and mini-
mizing Federal subsidies and improving finan-
cial results; and 

‘‘(5) any other aspect of Amtrak operations 
the Inspector General finds appropriate to re-
view.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 243 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 24309 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘24310. Management accountability.’’. 
SEC. 216. PASSENGER RAIL STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General of 
the General Accountability Office shall conduct 

a study to determine the potential cost and ben-
efits of expanding passenger rail service options 
in underserved communities. 

(b) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall submit a report containing 
the results of the study conducted under this 
section to— 

(1) the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(2) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate. 
SEC. 217. CONGESTION GRANTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Transpor-
tation may make grants to States, or to Amtrak 
in cooperation with States, for financing the 
capital costs of facilities, infrastructure, and 
equipment for high priority rail corridor projects 
necessary to reduce congestion or facilitate rid-
ership growth in intercity passenger rail trans-
portation. 

(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Projects eligible for 
grants under this section include projects— 

(1) identified by Amtrak as necessary to re-
duce congestion or facilitate ridership growth in 
intercity passenger rail transportation along 
heavily traveled rail corridors; and 

(2) designated by the Secretary as being suffi-
ciently advanced in development to be capable 
of serving the purposes described in subsection 
(a) on an expedited schedule. 

(c) COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL 
LAWS.—The Secretary shall not make a grant 
under this section for a project without ade-
quate assurances that the project will be com-
pleted in full compliance with all applicable 
Federal and State environmental laws and regu-
lations. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a project financed under this section 
shall not exceed 80 percent. 

(e) EMPLOYEE PROTECTION.—The recipient of 
a grant under this section shall agree to comply 
with the standards of section 24312 of title 49, 
United States Code, as such section was in ef-
fect on September 1, 2003, with respect to the 
project in the same manner that the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation is required to 
comply with those standards for construction 
work financed under an agreement made under 
section 24308(a) of such title. 
SEC. 218. PLAN FOR RESTORATION OF SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 9 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, Amtrak 
shall transmit to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a 
plan for restoring passenger rail service between 
New Orleans, Louisiana, and Sanford, Florida. 
The plan shall include a projected timeline for 
restoring such service, the costs associated with 
restoring such service, and any proposals for 
legislation necessary to support such restoration 
of service. In developing the plan, Amtrak shall 
consult with representatives from the States of 
Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippi, and Florida, 
railroad carriers whose tracks may be used for 
such service, rail passengers, rail labor, and 
other entities as appropriate. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Transportation to enable Amtrak to 
conduct the study under this subsection 
$1,000,000. 
SEC. 219. LOCOMOTIVE BIOFUEL STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Railroad Administration, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Energy and the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, shall conduct a study to determine the 
extent to which freight and passenger rail oper-
ators could use biofuel blends to power its loco-
motive fleet and other vehicles that operate on 
rail tracks. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘‘biofuel’’ means a fuel that utilizes re-
newable resources and is composed substantially 
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of a renewable resource blended with ethanol, 
methanol, or other additive. 

(c) FACTORS.—In conducting the study, the 
Federal Railroad Administration shall con-
sider— 

(1) the energy intensity of various biofuel 
blends compared to diesel fuel; 

(2) the emission benefits of using various 
biofuel blends compared to locomotive diesel 
fuel; 

(3) the cost of purchasing biofuel blends; 
(4) the public benefits derived from the use of 

such fuels; and 
(5) the effect of biofuel use on relevant loco-

motive and other vehicle performance. 
(d) LOCOMOTIVE TESTING.—As part of the 

study, the Federal Railroad Administration 
shall test locomotive engine performance and 
emissions using blends of biofuel and diesel fuel 
in order to recommend a premium locomotive 
biofuel blend. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Federal Rail-
road Administration shall issue the results of 
this study to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Transportation $1,000,000 to carry 
out this section, to remain available until ex-
pended. 
SEC. 220. STUDY OF THE USE OF BIOBASED LU-

BRICANTS. 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration shall transmit to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate a report containing the results of a study of 
the feasibility of using readily biodegradable lu-
bricants by freight and passenger railroads. The 
Federal Railroad Administration shall work 
with an agricultural-based lubricant testing fa-
cility or facilities to complete this study. The 
study shall include— 

(1) an analysis of the potential use of soy- 
based grease and soy-based hydraulic fluids to 
perform according to railroad industry stand-
ards; 

(2) an analysis of the potential use of other 
readily biodegradable lubricants to perform ac-
cording to railroad industry standards; 

(3) a comparison of the health and safety of 
petroleum-based lubricants with biobased lubri-
cants, which shall include an analysis of fire 
safety; and 

(4) a comparison of the environmental impact 
of petroleum-based lubricants with biobased lu-
bricants, which shall include rate and effects of 
biodegradability. 
SEC. 221. APPLICABILITY OF BUY AMERICAN ACT. 

Section 24305(f) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(f) APPLICABILITY OF BUY AMERICAN ACT.— 

Amtrak shall be subject to the Buy American 
Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–d) and the regulations there-
under, for purchases of $100,000 or more.’’. 
SEC. 222. INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE 

PERFORMANCE. 
(a) DEVELOPMENT OF EVALUATION METRICS.— 

Not later than 6 months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Inspector General of the 
Department of Transportation shall, using the 
financial and performance metrics developed 
under section 207, develop metrics for the eval-
uation of the performance and service quality of 
intercity passenger rail services including cost 
recovery, on-time performance and minutes of 
delay, ridership, onboard services, maintenance 
of facilities and equipment, and other services. 

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF WORST PERFORMING 
ROUTES.—On the basis of these metrics, the In-
spector General shall identify the five worst per-
forming Amtrak routes. 

(c) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES.—The Inspector 
General shall also establish criteria for evalu-

ating routes not currently served by Amtrak 
which might be able to support passenger rail 
service at a reasonable cost. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Inspector 
General shall submit a report to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate recommending a process for the Depart-
ment of Transportation to consider proposals by 
Amtrak and others to serve underperforming 
routes, and routes not currently served by Am-
trak. The proposals shall require that applicants 
follow grant requirements of section 504. The In-
spector General shall recommend one route not 
currently served by Amtrak and two routes 
(from among the five worst routes identified 
under subsection (b)) currently served by Am-
trak, for the Department of Transportation to 
consider under the selection process. 

(e) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall not 
implement the selection process recommended by 
the Inspector General under subsection (d) until 
legislation has been enacted authorizing the 
Secretary to take such action. 
SEC. 223. AMTRAK INSPECTOR GENERAL UTILIZA-

TION STUDY. 
Not later than 9 months after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Amtrak Inspector Gen-
eral shall transmit to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate a report on Amtrak’s utilization of its facili-
ties, including the Beech Grove Repair facility 
in Indiana. The report shall include an exam-
ination of Amtrak’s utilization of its existing fa-
cilities to determine the extent Amtrak is maxi-
mizing the opportunities for each facility, in-
cluding any attempts to provide maintenance 
and repair to other rail carriers. In developing 
this report, the Amtrak Inspector General shall 
consult with other railroad carriers as it deems 
appropriate. 
SEC. 224. AMTRAK SERVICE PREFERENCE STUDY. 

Not later than 6 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Surface Transportation 
Board shall transmit to the Congress a report 
containing— 

(1) the findings of a study of the effectiveness 
of the implementation of section 24308(c) of title 
49, United States Code, in ensuring the pref-
erence of Amtrak service over freight transpor-
tation service; and 

(2) recommendations with respect to any regu-
latory or legislative actions that would improve 
such effectiveness. 

TITLE III—INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL 
POLICY 

SEC. 301. CAPITAL ASSISTANCE FOR INTERCITY 
PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE; STATE 
RAIL PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part C of subtitle V is 
amended by inserting the following after chap-
ter 243: 
‘‘CHAPTER 244—INTERCITY PASSENGER 

RAIL SERVICE CORRIDOR CAPITAL AS-
SISTANCE 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘24401. Definitions. 
‘‘24402. Capital investment grants to support 

intercity passenger rail service. 
‘‘24403. Project management oversight. 
‘‘24404. Use of capital grants to finance first- 

dollar liability of grant project. 
‘‘24405. Grant conditions. 

‘‘§ 24401. Definitions 
‘‘In this chapter: 
‘‘(1) APPLICANT.—The term ‘applicant’ means 

a State (including the District of Columbia), a 
group of States, an Interstate Compact, or a 
public agency established by one or more States 
and having responsibility for providing intercity 
passenger rail service. 

‘‘(2) CAPITAL PROJECT.—The term ‘capital 
project’ means a project or program in a State 

rail plan developed under chapter 225 of this 
title for— 

‘‘(A) acquiring, constructing, improving, or 
inspecting equipment, track and track struc-
tures, or a facility for use in or for the primary 
benefit of intercity passenger rail service, ex-
penses incidental to the acquisition or construc-
tion (including designing, engineering, location 
surveying, mapping, environmental studies, and 
acquiring rights-of-way), payments for the cap-
ital portions of rail trackage rights agreements, 
highway-rail grade crossing improvements re-
lated to intercity passenger rail service, miti-
gating environmental impacts, communication 
and signalization improvements, relocation as-
sistance, acquiring replacement housing sites, 
and acquiring, constructing, relocating, and re-
habilitating replacement housing; 

‘‘(B) rehabilitating, remanufacturing or over-
hauling rail rolling stock and facilities used pri-
marily in intercity passenger rail service; 

‘‘(C) costs associated with developing State 
rail plans; and 

‘‘(D) the first-dollar liability costs for insur-
ance related to the provision of intercity pas-
senger rail service under section 24404. 

‘‘(3) INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE.—The 
term ‘intercity passenger rail service’ means 
transportation services with the primary pur-
pose of passenger transportation between towns, 
cities and metropolitan areas by rail, including 
high-speed rail, as defined in section 24102 of 
this title. 
‘‘§ 24402. Capital investment grants to support 

intercity passenger rail service 
‘‘(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary of Transportation may 

make grants under this section to an applicant 
to assist in financing the capital costs of facili-
ties, infrastructure, and equipment necessary to 
provide or improve intercity passenger rail 
transportation. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall require that a grant 
under this section be subject to the terms, condi-
tions, requirements, and provisions the Sec-
retary decides are necessary or appropriate for 
the purposes of this section, including require-
ments for the disposition of net increases in 
value of real property resulting from the project 
assisted under this section and shall prescribe 
procedures and schedules for the awarding of 
grants under this title, including application 
and qualification procedures and a record of de-
cision on applicant eligibility. The Secretary 
shall issue a final rule establishing such proce-
dures not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008. 

‘‘(b) PROJECT AS PART OF STATE RAIL PLAN.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary may not approve a grant 

for a project under this section unless the Sec-
retary finds that the project is part of a State 
rail plan developed under chapter 225 of this 
title, or under the plan required by section 302 
of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improve-
ment Act of 2008, and that the applicant or re-
cipient has or will have the legal, financial, and 
technical capacity to carry out the project, sat-
isfactory continuing control over the use of the 
equipment or facilities, and the capability and 
willingness to maintain the equipment or facili-
ties. 

‘‘(2) An applicant shall provide sufficient in-
formation upon which the Secretary can make 
the findings required by this subsection. 

‘‘(3) If an applicant has not selected the pro-
posed operator of its service competitively, the 
applicant shall provide written justification to 
the Secretary showing why the proposed oper-
ator is the best, taking into account price and 
other factors, and that use of the proposed oper-
ator will not unnecessarily increase the cost of 
the project. 

‘‘(c) PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Sec-
retary, in selecting the recipients of financial 
assistance to be provided under subsection (a), 
shall— 
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‘‘(1) require that each proposed project meet 

all safety requirements that are applicable to 
the project under law; 

‘‘(2) give preference to projects with high lev-
els of estimated ridership, increased on-time per-
formance, reduced trip time, additional service 
frequency to meet anticipated or existing de-
mand, or other significant service enhancements 
as measured against minimum standards devel-
oped under section 207 of the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008; 

‘‘(3) encourage intermodal connectivity 
through projects that provide direct connections 
between train stations, airports, bus terminals, 
subway stations, ferry ports, and other modes of 
transportation; 

‘‘(4) ensure that each project is compatible 
with, and is operated in conformance with— 

‘‘(A) plans developed pursuant to the require-
ments of section 135 of title 23, United States 
Code; and 

‘‘(B) the national rail plan (if it is available); 
and 

‘‘(5) favor the following kinds of projects: 
‘‘(A) Projects that are expected to have a sig-

nificant favorable impact on air or highway 
traffic congestion, capacity, or safety. 

‘‘(B) Projects that improve freight or com-
muter rail operations. 

‘‘(C) Projects that have significant environ-
mental benefits, including projects that involve 
the purchase of environmentally sensitive, fuel- 
efficient, and cost-effective passenger rail equip-
ment. 

‘‘(D) Projects that are— 
‘‘(i) at a stage of preparation that all pre-com-

mencement compliance with environmental pro-
tection requirements has already been com-
pleted; and 

‘‘(ii) ready to be commenced. 
‘‘(E) Projects with positive economic and em-

ployment impacts. 
‘‘(F) Projects that encourage the use of posi-

tive train control technologies. 
‘‘(G) Projects that have commitments of fund-

ing from non-Federal Government sources in a 
total amount that exceeds the minimum amount 
of the non-Federal contribution required for the 
project. 

‘‘(H) Projects that involve donated property 
interests or services. 

‘‘(I) Projects that are identified by the Surface 
Transportation Board as necessary to improve 
the on time performance and reliability of inter-
city passenger rail under section 24308(f). 

‘‘(J) Projects described in section 5302(a)(1)(G) 
of this title that are designed to support inter-
city passenger rail service. 

‘‘(K) Projects that encourage intermodal 
connectivity, create significant opportunity for 
State and private contributions toward station 
development, are energy and environmentally 
efficient, and have economic benefits. 

‘‘(d) AMTRAK ELIGIBILITY.—To receive a grant 
under this section, the National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation may enter into a cooperative 
agreement with 1 or more States to carry out 1 
or more projects on a State rail plan’s ranked 
list of rail capital projects developed under sec-
tion 22504(a)(5) of this title. 

‘‘(e) LETTERS OF INTENT, FULL FUNDING 
GRANT AGREEMENTS, AND EARLY SYSTEMS WORK 
AGREEMENTS.— 

‘‘(1)(A) The Secretary may issue a letter of in-
tent to an applicant announcing an intention to 
obligate, for a major capital project under this 
section, an amount from future available budget 
authority specified in law that is not more than 
the amount stipulated as the financial partici-
pation of the Secretary in the project. 

‘‘(B) At least 30 days before issuing a letter 
under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph or 
entering into a full funding grant agreement, 
the Secretary shall notify in writing the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the House and Senate Commit-

tees on Appropriations of the proposed letter or 
agreement. The Secretary shall include with the 
notification a copy of the proposed letter or 
agreement as well as the evaluations and rat-
ings for the project. 

‘‘(C) An obligation or administrative commit-
ment may be made only when amounts are ap-
propriated. 

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary may make a full fund-
ing grant agreement with an applicant. The 
agreement shall— 

‘‘(i) establish the terms of participation by the 
United States Government in a project under 
this section; 

‘‘(ii) establish the maximum amount of Gov-
ernment financial assistance for the project; 

‘‘(iii) cover the period of time for completing 
the project, including a period extending beyond 
the period of an authorization; and 

‘‘(iv) make timely and efficient management of 
the project easier according to the law of the 
United States. 

‘‘(B) An agreement under this paragraph obli-
gates an amount of available budget authority 
specified in law and may include a commitment, 
contingent on amounts to be specified in law in 
advance for commitments under this paragraph, 
to obligate an additional amount from future 
available budget authority specified in law. The 
agreement shall state that the contingent com-
mitment is not an obligation of the Government 
and is subject to the availability of appropria-
tions made by Federal law and to Federal laws 
in force on or enacted after the date of the con-
tingent commitment. Interest and other financ-
ing costs of efficiently carrying out a part of the 
project within a reasonable time are a cost of 
carrying out the project under a full funding 
grant agreement, except that eligible costs may 
not be more than the cost of the most favorable 
financing terms reasonably available for the 
project at the time of borrowing. The applicant 
shall certify, in a way satisfactory to the Sec-
retary, that the applicant has shown reasonable 
diligence in seeking the most favorable financ-
ing terms. 

‘‘(3)(A) The Secretary may make an early sys-
tems work agreement with an applicant if a 
record of decision under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
has been issued on the project and the Secretary 
finds there is reason to believe— 

‘‘(i) a full funding grant agreement for the 
project will be made; and 

‘‘(ii) the terms of the work agreement will pro-
mote ultimate completion of the project more 
rapidly and at less cost. 

‘‘(B) A work agreement under this paragraph 
obligates an amount of available budget author-
ity specified in law and shall provide for reim-
bursement of preliminary costs of carrying out 
the project, including land acquisition, timely 
procurement of system elements for which speci-
fications are decided, and other activities the 
Secretary decides are appropriate to make effi-
cient, long-term project management easier. A 
work agreement shall cover the period of time 
the Secretary considers appropriate. The period 
may extend beyond the period of current au-
thorization. Interest and other financing costs 
of efficiently carrying out the work agreement 
within a reasonable time are a cost of carrying 
out the agreement, except that eligible costs may 
not be more than the cost of the most favorable 
financing terms reasonably available for the 
project at the time of borrowing. The applicant 
shall certify, in a way satisfactory to the Sec-
retary, that the applicant has shown reasonable 
diligence in seeking the most favorable financ-
ing terms. If an applicant does not carry out the 
project for reasons within the control of the ap-
plicant, the applicant shall repay all Govern-
ment payments made under the work agreement 
plus reasonable interest and penalty charges the 
Secretary establishes in the agreement. 

‘‘(4) The total estimated amount of future ob-
ligations of the Government and contingent 
commitments to incur obligations covered by all 

outstanding letters of intent, full funding grant 
agreements, and early systems work agreements 
may be not more than the amount authorized 
under section 101(d) of the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008, less an 
amount the Secretary reasonably estimates is 
necessary for grants under this section not cov-
ered by a letter. The total amount covered by 
new letters and contingent commitments in-
cluded in full funding grant agreements and 
early systems work agreements may be not more 
than a limitation specified in law. 

‘‘(f) FEDERAL SHARE OF NET PROJECT COST.— 
‘‘(1)(A) Based on engineering studies, studies 

of economic feasibility, and information on the 
expected use of equipment or facilities, the Sec-
retary shall estimate the net project cost. 

‘‘(B) A grant for the project shall not exceed 
80 percent of the project net capital cost. 

‘‘(C) The Secretary shall give priority in allo-
cating future obligations and contingent com-
mitments to incur obligations to grant requests 
seeking a lower Federal share of the project net 
capital cost. 

‘‘(2) Up to an additional 20 percent of the re-
quired non-Federal funds may be funded from 
amounts appropriated to or made available to a 
department or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment that are eligible to be expended for trans-
portation. 

‘‘(3) 50 percent of the average amounts ex-
pended by a State or group of States (including 
the District of Columbia) for capital projects to 
benefit intercity passenger rail service and oper-
ating costs in fiscal years 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 
2006, 2007, and 2008 shall be credited towards 
the matching requirements for grants awarded 
in fiscal years 2009, 2010, and 2011 under this 
section. The Secretary may require such infor-
mation as necessary to verify such expenditures. 

‘‘(4) 50 percent of the average amounts ex-
pended by a State or group of States (including 
the District of Columbia) in a fiscal year, begin-
ning in fiscal year 2007, for capital projects to 
benefit intercity passenger rail service or for the 
operating costs of such service above the aver-
age capital and operating expenditures made for 
such service in fiscal years 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 
and 2008 shall be credited towards the matching 
requirements for grants awarded under this sec-
tion. The Secretary may require such informa-
tion as necessary to verify such expenditures. 

‘‘(g) UNDERTAKING PROJECTS IN ADVANCE.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary may pay the Federal share 

of the net capital project cost to an applicant 
that carries out any part of a project described 
in this section according to all applicable proce-
dures and requirements if— 

‘‘(A) the applicant applies for the payment; 
‘‘(B) the Secretary approves the payment; and 
‘‘(C) before carrying out the part of the 

project, the Secretary approves the plans and 
specifications for the part in the same way as 
other projects under this section. 

‘‘(2) The cost of carrying out part of a project 
includes the amount of interest earned and pay-
able on bonds issued by the applicant to the ex-
tent proceeds of the bonds are expended in car-
rying out the part. However, the amount of in-
terest under this paragraph may not be more 
than the most favorable interest terms reason-
ably available for the project at the time of bor-
rowing. The applicant shall certify, in a manner 
satisfactory to the Secretary, that the applicant 
has shown reasonable diligence in seeking the 
most favorable financial terms. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary shall consider changes in 
capital project cost indices when determining 
the estimated cost under paragraph (2) of this 
subsection. 

‘‘(h) 2-YEAR AVAILABILITY.—Funds appro-
priated under this section shall remain available 
until expended. If any amount provided as a 
grant under this section is not obligated or ex-
pended for the purposes described in subsection 
(a) within 2 years after the date on which the 
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State received the grant, such sums shall be re-
turned to the Secretary for other intercity pas-
senger rail development projects under this sec-
tion at the discretion of the Secretary. 

‘‘(i) SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—In carrying out this section, the 
Secretary shall allocate an appropriate portion 
of the amounts available under this section to 
provide grants to States— 

‘‘(1) in which there is no intercity passenger 
rail service for the purpose of funding freight 
rail capital projects that are on a State rail plan 
developed under chapter 225 of this title that 
provide public benefits (as defined in chapter 
225) as determined by the Secretary; or 

‘‘(2) in which the rail transportation system is 
not physically connected to rail systems in the 
continental United States or may not otherwise 
qualify for a grant under this section due to the 
unique characteristics of the geography of that 
State or other relevant considerations, for the 
purpose of funding transportation-related cap-
ital projects. 

‘‘(j) SMALL CAPITAL PROJECTS.—The Secretary 
shall make available $10,000,000 annually from 
the amounts authorized under section 101(d) of 
the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement 
Act of 2008 beginning in fiscal year 2009 for 
grants for capital projects eligible under this 
section not exceeding $2,000,000, including costs 
eligible under section 206(c) of that Act. The 
Secretary may wave requirements of this sec-
tion, including state rail plan requirements, as 
appropriate. 
‘‘§ 24403. Project management oversight 

‘‘(a) PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS.—To receive Federal financial assistance 
for a major capital project under this chapter, 
an applicant must prepare and carry out a 
project management plan approved by the Sec-
retary of Transportation. The plan shall provide 
for— 

‘‘(1) adequate recipient staff organization 
with well-defined reporting relationships, state-
ments of functional responsibilities, job descrip-
tions, and job qualifications; 

‘‘(2) a budget covering the project manage-
ment organization, appropriate consultants, 
property acquisition, utility relocation, systems 
demonstration staff, audits, and miscellaneous 
payments the recipient may be prepared to jus-
tify; 

‘‘(3) a construction schedule for the project; 
‘‘(4) a document control procedure and record-

keeping system; 
‘‘(5) a change order procedure that includes a 

documented, systematic approach to handling 
the construction change orders; 

‘‘(6) organizational structures, management 
skills, and staffing levels required throughout 
the construction phase; 

‘‘(7) quality control and quality assurance 
functions, procedures, and responsibilities for 
construction, system installation, and integra-
tion of system components; 

‘‘(8) material testing policies and procedures; 
‘‘(9) internal plan implementation and report-

ing requirements; 
‘‘(10) criteria and procedures to be used for 

testing the operational system or its major com-
ponents; 

‘‘(11) periodic updates of the plan, especially 
related to project budget and project schedule, 
financing, and ridership estimates; and 

‘‘(12) the recipient’s commitment to submit a 
project budget and project schedule to the Sec-
retary each month. 

‘‘(b) SECRETARIAL OVERSIGHT.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary may use no more than 0.5 

percent of amounts made available in a fiscal 
year for capital projects under this chapter to 
enter into contracts to oversee the construction 
of such projects. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may use amounts available 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection to make 
contracts for safety, procurement, management, 
and financial compliance reviews and audits of 
a recipient of amounts under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) The Federal Government shall pay the 
entire cost of carrying out a contract under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(c) ACCESS TO SITES AND RECORDS.—Each re-
cipient of assistance under this chapter shall 
provide the Secretary and a contractor the Sec-
retary chooses under subsection (c) of this sec-
tion with access to the construction sites and 
records of the recipient when reasonably nec-
essary. 
‘‘§ 24404. Use of capital grants to finance first- 

dollar liability of grant project 
‘‘Notwithstanding the requirements of section 

24402 of this chapter, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation may approve the use of capital assistance 
under this chapter to fund self-insured retention 
of risk for the first tier of liability insurance 
coverage for rail passenger service associated 
with the capital assistance grant, but the cov-
erage may not exceed $20,000,000 per occurrence 
or $20,000,000 in aggregate per year. 
‘‘§ 24405. Grant conditions 

‘‘(a) DOMESTIC BUYING PREFERENCE.— 
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out a project 

funded in whole or in part with a grant under 
this title, the grant recipient shall purchase 
only— 

‘‘(i) unmanufactured articles, material, and 
supplies mined or produced in the United States; 
or 

‘‘(ii) manufactured articles, material, and 
supplies manufactured in the United States sub-
stantially from articles, material, and supplies 
mined, produced, or manufactured in the United 
States. 

‘‘(B) DE MINIMIS AMOUNT.—Subparagraph (A) 
applies only to a purchase in an total amount 
that is not less than $1,000,000. 

‘‘(2) EXEMPTIONS.—On application of a recipi-
ent, the Secretary may exempt a recipient from 
the requirements of this subsection if the Sec-
retary decides that, for particular articles, mate-
rial, or supplies— 

‘‘(A) such requirements are inconsistent with 
the public interest; 

‘‘(B) the cost of imposing the requirements is 
unreasonable; or 

‘‘(C) the articles, material, or supplies, or the 
articles, material, or supplies from which they 
are manufactured, are not mined, produced, or 
manufactured in the United States in sufficient 
and reasonably available commercial quantities 
and are not of a satisfactory quality. 

‘‘(3) UNITED STATES DEFINED.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘the United States’ means the 
States, territories, and possessions of the United 
States and the District of Columbia. 

‘‘(b) OPERATORS DEEMED RAIL CARRIERS AND 
EMPLOYERS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES.—A person 
that conducts rail operations over rail infra-
structure constructed or improved with funding 
provided in whole or in part in a grant made 
under this title shall be considered a rail carrier 
as defined in section 10102(5) of this title for 
purposes of this title and any other statute that 
adopts that definition or in which that defini-
tion applies, including— 

‘‘(1) the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 
U.S.C. 231 et seq.); 

‘‘(2) the Railway Labor Act (43 U.S.C. 151 et 
seq.); and 

‘‘(3) the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act (45 U.S.C. 351 et seq.). 

‘‘(c) GRANT CONDITIONS.—The Secretary shall 
require as a condition of making any grant 
under this title for a project that uses rights-of- 
way owned by a railroad that— 

‘‘(1) a written agreement exist between the ap-
plicant and the railroad regarding such use and 
ownership, including— 

‘‘(A) any compensation for such use; 
‘‘(B) assurances regarding the adequacy of in-

frastructure capacity to accommodate both ex-
isting and future freight and passenger oper-
ations; 

‘‘(C) an assurance by the railroad that collec-
tive bargaining agreements with the railroad’s 

employees (including terms regulating the con-
tracting of work) will remain in full force and 
effect according to their terms for work per-
formed by the railroad on the railroad transpor-
tation corridor; and 

‘‘(D) an assurance that an applicant complies 
with liability requirements consistent with sec-
tion 28103 of this title; and 

‘‘(2) the applicant agrees to comply with— 
‘‘(A) the standards of section 24312 of this 

title, as such section was in effect on September 
1, 2003, with respect to the project in the same 
manner that the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation is required to comply with those 
standards for construction work financed under 
an agreement made under section 24308(a) of 
this title; and 

‘‘(B) the protective arrangements established 
under section 504 of the Railroad Revitalization 
and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C. 
836) with respect to employees affected by ac-
tions taken in connection with the project to be 
financed in whole or in part by grants under 
this chapter. 

‘‘(d) REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING INTERCITY 
PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE.— 

‘‘(1) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT FOR 
INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL PROJECTS.—Any enti-
ty providing intercity passenger railroad trans-
portation that begins operations after the date 
of enactment of this Act on a project funded in 
whole or in part by grants made under this title 
and replaces intercity rail passenger service that 
was provided by Amtrak, unless such service 
was provided solely by Amtrak to another enti-
ty, as of such date shall enter into an agreement 
with the authorized bargaining agent or agents 
for adversely affected employees of the prede-
cessor provider that— 

‘‘(A) gives each such qualified employee of the 
predecessor provider priority in hiring according 
to the employee’s seniority on the predecessor 
provider for each position with the replacing en-
tity that is in the employee’s craft or class and 
is available within 3 years after the termination 
of the service being replaced; 

‘‘(B) establishes a procedure for notifying 
such an employee of such positions; 

‘‘(C) establishes a procedure for such an em-
ployee to apply for such positions; and 

‘‘(D) establishes rates of pay, rules, and work-
ing conditions. 

‘‘(2) IMMEDIATE REPLACEMENT SERVICE.— 
‘‘(A) NEGOTIATIONS.—If the replacement of 

preexisting intercity rail passenger service oc-
curs concurrent with or within a reasonable 
time before the commencement of the replacing 
entity’s rail passenger service, the replacing en-
tity shall give written notice of its plan to re-
place existing rail passenger service to the au-
thorized collective bargaining agent or agents 
for the potentially adversely affected employees 
of the predecessor provider at least 90 days be-
fore the date on which it plans to commence 
service. Within 5 days after the date of receipt 
of such written notice, negotiations between the 
replacing entity and the collective bargaining 
agent or agents for the employees of the prede-
cessor provider shall commence for the purpose 
of reaching agreement with respect to all mat-
ters set forth in subparagraphs (A) through (D) 
of paragraph (1). The negotiations shall con-
tinue for 30 days or until an agreement is 
reached, whichever is sooner. If at the end of 30 
days the parties have not entered into an agree-
ment with respect to all such matters, the unre-
solved issues shall be submitted for arbitration 
in accordance with the procedure set forth in 
subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(B) ARBITRATION.—If an agreement has not 
been entered into with respect to all matters set 
forth in subparagraphs (A) through (D) of para-
graph (1) as described in subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph, the parties shall select an arbi-
trator. If the parties are unable to agree upon 
the selection of such arbitrator within 5 days, 
either or both parties shall notify the National 
Mediation Board, which shall provide a list of 
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seven arbitrators with experience in arbitrating 
rail labor protection disputes. Within 5 days 
after such notification, the parties shall alter-
nately strike names from the list until only 1 
name remains, and that person shall serve as 
the neutral arbitrator. Within 45 days after se-
lection of the arbitrator, the arbitrator shall 
conduct a hearing on the dispute and shall 
render a decision with respect to the unresolved 
issues among the matters set forth in subpara-
graphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1). This 
decision shall be final, binding, and conclusive 
upon the parties. The salary and expenses of 
the arbitrator shall be borne equally by the par-
ties; all other expenses shall be paid by the 
party incurring them. 

‘‘(3) SERVICE COMMENCEMENT.—A replacing 
entity under this subsection shall commence 
service only after an agreement is entered into 
with respect to the matters set forth in subpara-
graphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1) or the 
decision of the arbitrator has been rendered. 

‘‘(4) SUBSEQUENT REPLACEMENT OF SERVICE.— 
If the replacement of existing rail passenger 
service takes place within 3 years after the re-
placing entity commences intercity passenger 
rail service, the replacing entity and the collec-
tive bargaining agent or agents for the adversely 
affected employees of the predecessor provider 
shall enter into an agreement with respect to the 
matters set forth in subparagraphs (A) through 
(D) of paragraph (1). If the parties have not en-
tered into an agreement with respect to all such 
matters within 60 days after the date on which 
the replacing entity replaces the predecessor 
provider, the parties shall select an arbitrator 
using the procedures set forth in paragraph 
(2)(B), who shall, within 20 days after the com-
mencement of the arbitration, conduct a hearing 
and decide all unresolved issues. This decision 
shall be final, binding, and conclusive upon the 
parties. 

‘‘(e) INAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN RAIL OPER-
ATIONS.—Nothing in this section applies to— 

‘‘(1) commuter rail passenger transportation 
(as defined in section 24102(4) of this title) oper-
ations of a State or local government authority 
(as those terms are defined in section 5302(11) 
and (6), respectively, of this title) eligible to re-
ceive financial assistance under section 5307 of 
this title, or to its contractor performing services 
in connection with commuter rail passenger op-
erations (as so defined); 

‘‘(2) the Alaska Railroad or its contractors; or 
‘‘(3) the National Railroad Passenger Cor-

poration’s access rights to railroad rights of way 
and facilities under current law.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for subtitle V is amended by inserting 
the following after the item relating to chapter 
243: 

‘‘244. INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL 
SERVICE CORRIDOR CAPITAL 
ASSISTANCE ................................ 24401’’. 

SEC. 302. STATE RAIL PLANS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part B of subtitle V is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘CHAPTER 225—STATE RAIL PLANS AND 
HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘22501. Definitions. 
‘‘22502. Authority. 
‘‘22503. Purposes. 
‘‘22504. Transparency; coordination; review. 
‘‘22505. Content. 
‘‘22506. Review. 

‘‘§ 22501. Definitions 
‘‘In this chapter: 
‘‘(1) PRIVATE BENEFIT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘private ben-

efit’— 
‘‘(i) means a benefit accrued to a person or 

private entity, other than the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation, that directly improves 
the economic and competitive condition of that 
person or entity through improved assets, cost 

reductions, service improvements, or any other 
means as defined by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(ii) shall be determined on a project-by- 
project basis, based upon an agreement between 
the parties. 

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary may seek 
the advice of the States and rail carriers in fur-
ther defining this term. 

‘‘(2) PUBLIC BENEFIT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘public benefit’— 
‘‘(i) means a benefit accrued to the public in 

the form of enhanced mobility of people or 
goods, environmental protection or enhance-
ment, congestion mitigation, enhanced trade 
and economic development, improved air quality 
or land use, more efficient energy use, enhanced 
public safety, reduction of public expenditures 
due to improved transportation efficiency or in-
frastructure preservation, and any other posi-
tive community effects as defined by the Sec-
retary; and 

‘‘(ii) shall be determined on a project-by- 
project basis, based upon an agreement between 
the parties. 

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary may seek 
the advice of the States and rail carriers in fur-
ther defining this term. 

‘‘(3) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means any of 
the 50 States and the District of Columbia. 

‘‘(4) STATE RAIL TRANSPORTATION AUTHOR-
ITY.—The term ‘State rail transportation au-
thority’ means the State agency or official re-
sponsible under the direction of the Governor of 
the State or a State law for preparation, mainte-
nance, coordination, and administration of the 
State rail plan. 

‘‘§ 22502. Authority 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State may prepare 

and maintain a State rail plan in accordance 
with the provisions of this chapter. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—For the preparation 
and periodic revision of a State rail plan, a 
State shall— 

‘‘(1) establish or designate a State rail trans-
portation authority to prepare, maintain, co-
ordinate, and administer the plan; 

‘‘(2) establish or designate a State rail plan 
approval authority to approve the plan; 

‘‘(3) submit the State’s approved plan to the 
Secretary of Transportation for review; and 

‘‘(4) revise and resubmit a State-approved 
plan no less frequently than once every 5 years 
for reapproval by the Secretary. 

‘‘§ 22503. Purposes 
‘‘(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of a State rail 

plan are as follows: 
‘‘(1) To set forth State policy involving freight 

and passenger rail transportation, including 
commuter rail operations, in the State. 

‘‘(2) To establish the period covered by the 
State rail plan. 

‘‘(3) To present priorities and strategies to en-
hance rail service in the State that benefits the 
public. 

‘‘(4) To serve as the basis for Federal and 
State rail investments within the State. 

‘‘(b) COORDINATION.—A State rail plan shall 
be coordinated with other State transportation 
planning goals and programs and set forth rail 
transportation’s role within the State transpor-
tation system. 

‘‘§ 22504. Transparency; coordination; review 
‘‘(a) PREPARATION.—A State shall provide 

adequate and reasonable notice and opportunity 
for comment and other input to the public, rail 
carriers, commuter and transit authorities oper-
ating in, or affected by rail operations within 
the State, units of local government, and other 
interested parties in the preparation and review 
of its State rail plan. 

‘‘(b) INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION.—A 
State shall review the freight and passenger rail 
service activities and initiatives by regional 
planning agencies, regional transportation au-
thorities, and municipalities within the State, or 
in the region in which the State is located, while 

preparing the plan, and shall include any rec-
ommendations made by such agencies, authori-
ties, and municipalities as deemed appropriate 
by the State. 
‘‘§ 22505. Content 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State rail plan shall 
contain the following: 

‘‘(1) An inventory of the existing overall rail 
transportation system and rail services and fa-
cilities within the State and an analysis of the 
role of rail transportation within the State’s 
surface transportation system. 

‘‘(2) A review of all rail lines within the State, 
including proposed high-speed rail corridors and 
significant rail line segments not currently in 
service. 

‘‘(3) A statement of the State’s passenger rail 
service objectives, including minimum service 
levels, for rail transportation routes in the 
State. 

‘‘(4) A general analysis of rail’s transpor-
tation, economic, and environmental impacts in 
the State, including congestion mitigation, trade 
and economic development, air quality, land- 
use, energy-use, and community impacts. 

‘‘(5) A long-range rail investment program for 
current and future freight and passenger infra-
structure in the State that meets the require-
ments of subsection (b). 

‘‘(6) A statement of public financing issues for 
rail projects and service in the State, including 
a list of current and prospective public capital 
and operating funding resources, public sub-
sidies, State taxation, and other financial poli-
cies relating to rail infrastructure development. 

‘‘(7) An identification of rail infrastructure 
issues within the State that reflects consultation 
with all relevant stake holders. 

‘‘(8) A review of major passenger and freight 
intermodal rail connections and facilities within 
the State, including seaports, and prioritized op-
tions to maximize service integration and effi-
ciency between rail and other modes of trans-
portation within the State. 

‘‘(9) A review of publicly funded projects 
within the State to improve rail transportation 
safety, including all major projects funded 
under section 130 of title 23. 

‘‘(10) A performance evaluation of passenger 
rail services operating in the State, including 
possible improvements in those services, and a 
description of strategies to achieve those im-
provements. 

‘‘(11) A compilation of studies and reports on 
high-speed rail corridor development within the 
State not included in a previous plan under this 
chapter, and a plan for funding any rec-
ommended development of such corridors in the 
State. 

‘‘(12) A statement that the State is in compli-
ance with the requirements of section 22102. 

‘‘(b) LONG-RANGE SERVICE AND INVESTMENT 
PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) PROGRAM CONTENT.—A long-range rail 
investment program included in a State rail 
plan under subsection (a)(5) shall include the 
following matters: 

‘‘(A) A list of any rail capital projects ex-
pected to be undertaken or supported in whole 
or in part by the State. 

‘‘(B) A detailed funding plan for those 
projects. 

‘‘(2) PROJECT LIST CONTENT.—The list of rail 
capital projects shall contain— 

‘‘(A) a description of the anticipated public 
and private benefits of each such project; and 

‘‘(B) a statement of the correlation between— 
‘‘(i) public funding contributions for the 

projects; and 
‘‘(ii) the public benefits. 
‘‘(3) CONSIDERATIONS FOR PROJECT LIST.—In 

preparing the list of freight and intercity pas-
senger rail capital projects, a State rail trans-
portation authority should take into consider-
ation the following matters: 

‘‘(A) Contributions made by non-Federal and 
non-State sources through user fees, matching 
funds, or other private capital involvement. 
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‘‘(B) Rail capacity and congestion effects. 
‘‘(C) Effects on highway, aviation, and mari-

time capacity, congestion, or safety. 
‘‘(D) Regional balance. 
‘‘(E) Environmental impact. 
‘‘(F) Economic and employment impacts. 
‘‘(G) Projected ridership and other service 

measures for passenger rail projects. 

‘‘§ 22506. Review 
‘‘The Secretary shall prescribe procedures for 

States to submit State rail plans for review 
under this title, including standardized format 
and data requirements. State rail plans com-
pleted before the date of enactment of the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008 that substantially meet the requirements of 
this chapter, as determined by the Secretary, 
shall be deemed by the Secretary to have met the 
requirements of this chapter.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for subtitle V is amended by inserting 
the following after the item relating to chapter 
223: 

‘‘225. STATE RAIL PLANS AND HIGH 
PRIORITY PROJECTS .................. 22501’’. 

SEC. 303. NEXT GENERATION CORRIDOR TRAIN 
EQUIPMENT POOL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall es-
tablish a Next Generation Corridor Equipment 
Pool Committee, comprised of representatives of 
Amtrak, the Federal Railroad Administration, 
host freight railroad companies, passenger rail-
road equipment manufacturers, and other pas-
senger railroad operators as appropriate and in-
terested States. The purpose of the Committee 
shall be to design, develop specifications for, 
and procure standardized next-generation cor-
ridor equipment. 

(b) FUNCTIONS.—The Committee may— 
(1) determine the number of different types of 

equipment required, taking into account vari-
ations in operational needs and corridor infra-
structure; 

(2) establish a pool of equipment to be used on 
corridor routes funded by participating States; 
and 

(3) subject to agreements between Amtrak and 
States, utilize services provided by Amtrak to de-
sign, maintain and remanufacture equipment. 

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Amtrak and 
States participating in the Committee may enter 
into agreements for the funding, procurement, 
remanufacture, ownership and management of 
corridor equipment, including equipment cur-
rently owned or leased by Amtrak and next-gen-
eration corridor equipment acquired as a result 
of the Committee’s actions, and may establish a 
corporation, which may be owned or jointly 
owned by Amtrak, participating States or other 
entities, to perform these functions. 

(d) FUNDING.—In addition to the authoriza-
tion provided in section 103(2) of this Act, cap-
ital projects to carry out the purposes of this 
section shall be eligible for grants made pursu-
ant to chapter 244 of title 49, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 304. RAIL COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PRO-

GRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND CONTENT.—Chapter 

249 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘§ 24910. Rail cooperative research program 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-

lish and carry out a rail cooperative research 
program. The program shall— 

‘‘(1) address, among other matters, intercity 
rail passenger and freight rail services, includ-
ing existing rail passenger and freight tech-
nologies and speeds, incrementally enhanced 
rail systems and infrastructure, and new high- 
speed wheel-on-rail systems; 

‘‘(2) address ways to expand the transpor-
tation of international trade traffic by rail, en-
hance the efficiency of intermodal interchange 
at ports and other intermodal terminals, and in-

crease capacity and availability of rail service 
for seasonal freight needs; 

‘‘(3) consider research on the interconnected-
ness of commuter rail, passenger rail, freight 
rail, and other rail networks; and 

‘‘(4) give consideration to regional concerns 
regarding rail passenger and freight transpor-
tation, including meeting research needs com-
mon to designated high-speed corridors, long- 
distance rail services, and regional intercity rail 
corridors, projects, and entities. 

‘‘(b) CONTENT.—The program to be carried out 
under this section shall include research de-
signed— 

‘‘(1) to identify the unique aspects and at-
tributes of rail passenger and freight service; 

‘‘(2) to develop more accurate models for eval-
uating the impact of rail passenger and freight 
service, including the effects on highway and 
airport and airway congestion, environmental 
quality, and energy consumption; 

‘‘(3) to develop a better understanding of 
modal choice as it affects rail passenger and 
freight transportation, including development of 
better models to predict utilization; 

‘‘(4) to recommend priorities for technology 
demonstration and development; 

‘‘(5) to meet additional priorities as deter-
mined by the advisory board established under 
subsection (c), including any recommendations 
made by the National Research Council; 

‘‘(6) to explore improvements in management, 
financing, and institutional structures; 

‘‘(7) to address rail capacity constraints that 
affect passenger and freight rail service through 
a wide variety of options, ranging from oper-
ating improvements to dedicated new infrastruc-
ture, taking into account the impact of such op-
tions on operations; 

‘‘(8) to improve maintenance, operations, cus-
tomer service, or other aspects of intercity rail 
passenger and freight service; 

‘‘(9) to recommend objective methodologies for 
determining intercity passenger rail routes and 
services, including the establishment of new 
routes, the elimination of existing routes, and 
the contraction or expansion of services or fre-
quencies over such routes; 

‘‘(10) to review the impact of equipment and 
operational safety standards on the further de-
velopment of high-speed passenger rail oper-
ations connected to or integrated with non- 
high-speed freight or passenger rail operations; 

‘‘(11) to recommend any legislative or regu-
latory changes necessary to foster further devel-
opment and implementation of high-speed pas-
senger rail operations while ensuring the safety 
of such operations that are connected to or inte-
grated with non-high-speed freight or passenger 
rail operations; and 

‘‘(12) to review rail crossing safety improve-
ments, including improvements using new safety 
technology. 

‘‘(c) ADVISORY BOARD.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—In consultation with 

the heads of appropriate Federal departments 
and agencies, the Secretary shall establish an 
advisory board to recommend research, tech-
nology, and technology transfer activities re-
lated to rail passenger and freight transpor-
tation. 

‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The advisory board shall 
include— 

‘‘(A) representatives of State transportation 
agencies; 

‘‘(B) transportation and environmental econo-
mists, scientists, and engineers; and 

‘‘(C) representatives of Amtrak, the Alaska 
Railroad, freight railroads, transit operating 
agencies, intercity rail passenger agencies, rail-
way labor organizations, and environmental or-
ganizations. 

‘‘(d) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES.—The 
Secretary may make grants to, and enter into 
cooperative agreements with, the National 
Academy of Sciences to carry out such activities 
relating to the research, technology, and tech-
nology transfer activities described in subsection 
(b) as the Secretary deems appropriate.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter anal-
ysis for chapter 249 is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
‘‘24910. Rail cooperative research program.’’. 
SEC. 305. PASSENGER RAIL SYSTEM COMPARISON 

STUDY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall com-
plete a study that compares the passenger rail 
system in the United States with the passenger 
rail systems in Canada, Germany, Great Brit-
ain, France, China, Spain, and Japan. 

(b) ISSUES TO BE STUDIED.—The study con-
ducted under subsection (a) shall include a 
country-by-country comparison of— 

(1) the development of high-speed rail; 
(2) passenger rail operating costs; 
(3) the amount and payment source of rail line 

construction and maintenance costs; 
(4) the amount and payment source of station 

construction and maintenance costs; 
(5) passenger rail debt service costs; 
(6) passenger rail labor agreements and associ-

ated costs; 
(7) the net profit realized by the major pas-

senger rail service providers in each of the 4 
most recent quarters; 

(8) the percentage of the passenger rail sys-
tem’s costs that are paid from general govern-
ment revenues; and 

(9) the method used by the government to pro-
vide the subsidies described in paragraph (8). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after the 
completion of the study under subsection (a), 
the Comptroller General shall submit a report 
containing the findings of such study to— 

(1) the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(2) the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate. 

TITLE IV—COMMUTER RAIL TRANSIT 
ENHANCEMENT 

SEC. 401. COMMUTER RAIL TRANSIT ENHANCE-
MENT. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Part E of subtitle V is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘CHAPTER 285—COMMUTER RAIL TRANSIT 
ENHANCEMENT 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘28501. Definitions 
‘‘28502. Surface Transportation Board mediation 

of trackage use requests. 
‘‘28503. Surface Transportation Board mediation 

of rights-of-way use requests. 
‘‘28504. Applicability of other laws. 
‘‘28505. Rules and regulations. 

‘‘§ 28501. Definitions 
‘‘In this chapter— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘Board’ means the Surface 

Transportation Board; 
‘‘(2) the term ‘capital work’ means mainte-

nance, restoration, reconstruction, capacity en-
hancement, or rehabilitation work on trackage 
that would be treated, in accordance with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles, as a cap-
ital item rather than an expense; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘fixed guideway transportation’ 
means public transportation (as defined in sec-
tion 5302(a)(10)) provided on, by, or using a 
fixed guideway (as defined in section 
5302(a)(4)); 

‘‘(4) the term ‘public transportation authority’ 
means a local governmental authority (as de-
fined in section 5302(a)(6)) established to pro-
vide, or make a contract providing for, fixed 
guideway transportation; 

‘‘(5) the term ‘rail carrier’ means a person, 
other than a governmental authority, providing 
common carrier railroad transportation for com-
pensation subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Board under chapter 105; 

‘‘(6) the term ‘segregated fixed guideway facil-
ity’ means a fixed guideway facility constructed 
within the railroad right-of-way of a rail carrier 
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but physically separate from trackage, including 
relocated trackage, within the right-of-way used 
by a rail carrier for freight transportation pur-
poses; and 

‘‘(7) the term ‘trackage’ means a railroad line 
of a rail carrier, including a spur, industrial, 
team, switching, side, yard, or station track, 
and a facility of a rail carrier. 

‘‘§ 28502. Surface Transportation Board medi-
ation of trackage use requests 
‘‘If, after a reasonable period of negotiation, a 

public transportation authority cannot reach 
agreement with a rail carrier to use trackage of, 
and have related services provided by, the rail 
carrier for purposes of fixed guideway transpor-
tation, the public transportation authority or 
the rail carrier may apply to the Board for non-
binding mediation. The Board shall conduct the 
nonbinding mediation in accordance with the 
mediation process of section 1109.4 of title 49, 
Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect on the 
date of enactment of this section. 

‘‘§ 28503. Surface Transportation Board medi-
ation of rights-of-way use requests 
‘‘If, after a reasonable period of negotiation, a 

public transportation authority cannot reach 
agreement with a rail carrier to acquire an in-
terest in a railroad right-of-way for the con-
struction and operation of a segregated fixed 
guideway facility, the public transportation au-
thority or the rail carrier may apply to the 
Board for nonbinding mediation. The Board 
shall conduct the nonbinding mediation in ac-
cordance with the mediation process of section 
1109.4 of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, 
as in effect on the date of enactment of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘§ 28504. Applicability of other laws 
‘‘Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to 

limit a rail transportation provider’s right under 
section 28103(b) to enter into contracts that allo-
cate financial responsibility for claims. 

‘‘§ 28505. Rules and regulations 
‘‘Not later than 180 days after the date of en-

actment of this section, the Board shall issue 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out this chapter.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
chapters of such subtitle is amended by adding 
after the item relating to chapter 283 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘285. COMMUTER RAIL TRANSIT EN-
HANCEMENT ............................... 28501’’. 

TITLE V—HIGH-SPEED RAIL 
SEC. 501. HIGH-SPEED RAIL CORRIDOR PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 261 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

‘‘§ 26106. High-speed rail corridor program 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Transpor-

tation shall establish and implement a high- 
speed rail corridor program. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply: 

‘‘(1) APPLICANT.—The term ‘applicant’ means 
a State, a group of States, an Interstate Com-
pact, a public agency established by one or more 
States and having responsibility for providing 
high-speed rail service, or Amtrak. 

‘‘(2) CORRIDOR.—The term ‘corridor’ means a 
corridor designated by the Secretary pursuant to 
section 104(d)(2) of title 23. 

‘‘(3) CAPITAL PROJECT.—The term ‘capital 
project’ means a project or program in a State 
rail plan developed under chapter 225 of this 
title for acquiring, constructing, improving, or 
inspecting equipment, track, and track struc-
tures, or a facility of use in or for the primary 
benefit of high-speed rail service, expenses inci-
dental to the acquisition or construction (in-
cluding designing, engineering, location sur-
veying, mapping, environmental studies, and 
acquiring rights-of-way), payments for the cap-
ital portions of rail trackage rights agreements, 
highway-rail grade crossing improvements re-

lated to high-speed rail service, mitigating envi-
ronmental impacts, communication and sig-
nalization improvements, relocation assistance, 
acquiring replacement housing sites, and ac-
quiring, constructing, relocating, and rehabili-
tating replacement housing. 

‘‘(4) HIGH-SPEED RAIL.—The term ‘high-speed 
rail’ means intercity passenger rail service that 
is reasonably expected to reach speeds of at 
least 110 miles per hour. 

‘‘(5) INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE.—The 
term ‘intercity passenger rail service’ means 
transportation services with the primary pur-
pose of passenger transportation between towns, 
cities, and metropolitan areas by rail, including 
high-speed rail, as defined in section 24102 of 
this title. 

‘‘(6) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ means 
the Secretary of Transportation. 

‘‘(7) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means any of 
the 50 States or the District of Columbia. 

‘‘(c) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may make grants under this section to an appli-
cant to finance capital projects in high-speed 
rail corridors. 

‘‘(d) APPLICATIONS.—Each applicant seeking 
to receive a grant under this section to develop 
a high-speed rail corridor shall submit to the 
Secretary an application in such form and in 
accordance with such requirements as the Sec-
retary shall establish. 

‘‘(e) COMPETITIVE GRANT SELECTION AND CRI-
TERIA FOR GRANTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(A) establish criteria for selecting among 

projects that meet the criteria specified in para-
graph (2); 

‘‘(B) conduct a national solicitation for appli-
cations; and 

‘‘(C) award grants on a competitive basis. 
‘‘(2) GRANT CRITERIA.—The Secretary may ap-

prove a grant under this section for a project 
only if the Secretary determines that the 
project— 

‘‘(A) is part of a State rail plan developed 
under chapter 225 of this title, or under the plan 
required by section 302 of the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008; 

‘‘(B) is based on the results of preliminary en-
gineering; 

‘‘(C) has the legal, financial, and technical 
capacity to carry out the project; and 

‘‘(D) is justified based on the ability of the 
project— 

‘‘(i) to generate national economic benefits, 
including creating jobs, expanding business op-
portunities, and impacting the gross domestic 
product; 

‘‘(ii) to increase mobility of United States citi-
zens and reduce congestion, including impacts 
in the State, region, and Nation; and 

‘‘(iii) to otherwise enhance the national trans-
portation system. 

‘‘(3) PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA.—In select-
ing a project under this section, the Secretary 
shall consider the extent to which the project— 

‘‘(A) makes a substantial contribution to pro-
viding the infrastructure and equipment re-
quired to complete a high-speed rail corridor; 

‘‘(B) leverages Federal investment by encour-
aging non-Federal financial commitments, in-
cluding evidence of stable and dependable fi-
nancing sources to construct, maintain, and op-
erate the high-speed rail corridor and service; 
and 

‘‘(C) helps protect the environment. 
‘‘(f) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 

the cost of a project financed under this section 
shall not exceed 80 percent of the project net 
capital cost. 

‘‘(g) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of this 
section, the Secretary shall issue regulations for 
carrying out this section. 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated to the Secretary to carry out 
this section $350,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2009 through 2013.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of sections for chapter 261 is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 26105 
the following new item: 

‘‘26106. High-speed rail corridor program.’’. 
SEC. 502. ADDITIONAL HIGH-SPEED PROJECTS. 

(a) SOLICITATION OF PROPOSALS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR.—Not later than 60 

days after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Transportation shall issue a request 
for proposals for projects for the financing, de-
sign, construction, and operation of an initial 
high-speed rail system operating between Wash-
ington, DC, and New York City. Such proposals 
shall be submitted to the Secretary not later 
than 150 days after the publication of such re-
quest for proposals. 

(B) OTHER PROJECTS.—After a report is trans-
mitted under subsection (e) with respect to 
projects described in subparagraph (A), the Sec-
retary of Transportation may issue a request for 
proposals for additional projects for the financ-
ing, design, construction, and operation of a 
high-speed rail system operating on any other 
corridor in the United States. Such proposals 
shall be submitted to the Secretary not later 
than 150 days after the publication of such re-
quest for proposals. 

(2) CONTENTS.—A proposal submitted under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the names and qualifications of the per-
sons submitting the proposal; 

(B) a detailed description of the proposed 
route and its engineering characteristics and of 
all infrastructure improvements required to 
achieve the planned operating speeds and trip 
times; 

(C) how the project would comply with Fed-
eral rail safety regulations which govern the 
track and equipment safety requirements for 
high-speed rail operations; 

(D) the peak and average operating speeds to 
be attained; 

(E) the type of equipment to be used, includ-
ing any technologies for— 

(i) maintaining an operating speed the Sec-
retary determines appropriate; or 

(ii) in the case of a proposal submitted under 
paragraph (1)(A), achieving less than 2-hour ex-
press service between Washington, DC, and New 
York City; 

(F) the locations of proposed stations; 
(G) a detailed description of any proposed leg-

islation needed to facilitate the project; 
(H) a financing plan identifying— 
(i) sources of revenue; 
(ii) the amount of any proposed public con-

tribution toward capital costs or operations; 
(iii) ridership projections; 
(iv) the amount of private investment; 
(v) projected revenue; 
(vi) annual operating and capital costs; 
(vii) the amount of projected capital invest-

ments required (both initially and in subsequent 
years to maintain a state of good repair); and 

(viii) the sources of the private investment re-
quired, including the identity of any person or 
entity that has made or is expected to make a 
commitment to provide or secure funding and 
the amount of such commitment; 

(I) a description of how the project would con-
tribute to the development of a national high- 
speed rail system, and an intermodal plan de-
scribing how the system will connect with other 
transportation links; 

(J) labor protections that would comply with 
the requirements of section 504; 

(K) provisions to ensure that the proposal will 
be designed to operate in harmony with existing 
and projected future intercity, commuter, and 
freight service; 

(L) provisions for full fair market compensa-
tion for any asset, property right or interest, or 
service acquired from, owned, or held by a pri-
vate person or non-Federal entity that would be 
acquired, impaired, or diminished in value as a 
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result of a project, except as otherwise agreed to 
by the private person or entity; and 

(M) a detailed description of the environ-
mental impacts of the project, and how any ad-
verse impacts would be mitigated. 

(3) DOCUMENTS.—Documents submitted or de-
veloped pursuant to this subsection shall not be 
subject to section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF COST EFFECTIVENESS 
AND ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSIONS.—Not 
later than 60 days after receipt of a proposal 
under subsection (a), the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall— 

(1) make a determination as to whether the 
proposal is cost effective; and 

(2) for each corridor for which one or more 
cost effective proposals are received, establish a 
commission under subsection (c). 

(c) COMMISSIONS.— 
(1) MEMBERS.—The commission referred to in 

subsection (b)(2) shall consist of— 
(A) the governor of the affected State or 

States, or their respective designees; 
(B) a rail labor representative, a representa-

tive from a rail freight carrier using the relevant 
corridor, and a commuter authority using the 
relevant corridor, appointed by the Secretary of 
Transportation, in consultation with the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate; 

(C) the Secretary of Transportation or his des-
ignee; 

(D) the president of Amtrak or his designee; 
and 

(E) the mayors of the three largest municipali-
ties serviced by the proposed high-speed rail cor-
ridor. 

(2) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSON SE-
LECTION.—The Chairperson and Vice Chair-
person shall be elected from among members of 
the Commission. 

(3) QUORUM AND VACANCY.— 
(A) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 

the Commission shall constitute a quorum. 
(B) VACANCY.—Any vacancy in the Commis-

sion shall not affect its powers and shall be 
filled in the same manner in which the original 
appointment was made. 

(d) COMMISSION CONSIDERATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each commission established 

under subsection (b)(2) shall be responsible for 
reviewing the proposal or proposals with respect 
to which the commission was established, and 
not later than 90 days after the establishment of 
the commission, shall transmit to the Secretary, 
and to the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate, a report which in-
cludes— 

(A) a summary of each proposal received; 
(B) a ranking of the order of the proposals ac-

cording to cost effectiveness, advantages over 
existing services, projected revenue, and cost 
and benefit to the public and private parties; 

(C) an indication of which proposal or pro-
posals are recommended by the commission; and 

(D) an identification of any proposed legisla-
tive provisions which would facilitate implemen-
tation of the recommended project. 

(2) VERBAL PRESENTATION.—Proposers shall be 
given an opportunity to make a verbal presen-
tation to the commission to explain their pro-
posals. 

(e) SELECTION BY SECRETARY.—Not later than 
60 days after receiving a report from a commis-
sion under subsection (d)(1), the Secretary of 
Transportation shall transmit to the Congress a 
report that ranks all of the recommended pro-
posals according to cost effectiveness, advan-
tages over existing services, projected revenue, 
and cost and benefit to the public and private 
parties. 

(f) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT STUDY.—Not later than 9 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall transmit to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate the results of an economic development 
study of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor service be-
tween Washington, DC, and New York City. 
Such study shall examine how to achieve max-
imum utilization of the Northeast Corridor as a 
transportation asset, including— 

(1) maximizing the assets of the Northeast 
Corridor for potential economic development 
purposes; 

(2) real estate improvement and financial re-
turn; 

(3) improved intercity, commuter, and freight 
services; 

(4) optimum utility utilization in conjunction 
with potential separated high-speed rail pas-
senger services; and 

(5) any other means of maximizing the eco-
nomic potential of the Northeast Corridor. 
SEC. 503. HIGH-SPEED RAIL STUDY. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall conduct— 

(1) an alternatives analysis of the Secretary’s 
December 1, 1998, extension of the designation of 
the Southeast High-Speed Rail Corridor as au-
thorized under section 104(d)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code; and 

(2) a feasibility analysis regarding the expan-
sion of the South Central High-Speed Rail Cor-
ridor to the Port of Houston, Texas. 
These analyses shall consider changes that have 
occurred in the region’s population, anticipated 
patterns of population growth, connectivity 
with other modes of transportation, ability of 
the designation to reduce regional traffic con-
gestion, and the ability of current and proposed 
routings to meet the needs of tourists. The Sec-
retary shall submit recommendations to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate and conduct a redesigna-
tion of one or both corridors if necessary. 
SEC. 504. GRANT CONDITIONS. 

(a) DOMESTIC BUYING PREFERENCE.— 
(1) REQUIREMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out a project 

funded in whole or in part with a grant under 
this title, or the amendments made by this title, 
the grant recipient shall purchase only— 

(i) unmanufactured articles, material, and 
supplies mined or produced in the United States; 
or 

(ii) manufactured articles, material, and sup-
plies manufactured in the United States sub-
stantially from articles, material, and supplies 
mined, produced, or manufactured in the United 
States. 

(B) DE MINIMIS AMOUNT.—Subparagraph (A) 
applies only to a purchase in an total amount 
that is not less than $1,000,000. 

(2) EXEMPTIONS.—On application of a recipi-
ent, the Secretary may exempt a recipient from 
the requirements of this subsection if the Sec-
retary decides that, for particular articles, mate-
rial, or supplies— 

(A) such requirements are inconsistent with 
the public interest; 

(B) the cost of imposing the requirements is 
unreasonable; or 

(C) the articles, material, or supplies, or the 
articles, material, or supplies from which they 
are manufactured, are not mined, produced, or 
manufactured in the United States in sufficient 
and reasonably available commercial quantities 
and are not of a satisfactory quality. 

(3) UNITED STATES DEFINED.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘‘the United States’’ means the 
States, territories, and possessions of the United 
States and the District of Columbia. 

(b) OPERATORS DEEMED RAIL CARRIERS AND 
EMPLOYERS FOR CERTAIN PURPOSES.—A person 
that conducts rail operations over rail infra-
structure constructed or improved with funding 
provided in whole or in part in a grant made 
under this title, or the amendments made by this 
title, shall be considered a rail carrier as defined 
in section 10102(5) of title 49, United States 
Code, for purposes of this title and any other 
statute that adopts that definition or in which 
that definition applies, including— 

(1) the Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 
U.S.C. 231 et seq.); 

(2) the Railway Labor Act (43 U.S.C. 151 et 
seq.); and 

(3) the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act 
(45 U.S.C. 351 et seq.). 

(c) GRANT CONDITIONS.—The Secretary shall 
require as a condition of making any grant 
under this title, or the amendments made by this 
title, for a project that uses rights-of-way owned 
by a railroad that— 

(1) a written agreement exist between the ap-
plicant and the railroad regarding such use and 
ownership, including— 

(A) any compensation for such use; 
(B) assurances regarding the adequacy of in-

frastructure capacity to accommodate both ex-
isting and future freight and passenger oper-
ations; 

(C) an assurance by the railroad that collec-
tive bargaining agreements with the railroad’s 
employees (including terms regulating the con-
tracting of work) will remain in full force and 
effect according to their terms for work per-
formed by the railroad on the railroad transpor-
tation corridor; and 

(D) an assurance that an applicant complies 
with liability requirements consistent with sec-
tion 28103 of title 49, United States Code; and 

(2) the applicant agrees to comply with— 
(A) the standards of section 24312 of title 49, 

United States Code, as such section was in ef-
fect on September 1, 2003, with respect to the 
project in the same manner that the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation is required to 
comply with those standards for construction 
work financed under an agreement made under 
section 24308(a) of title 49, United States Code; 
and 

(B) the protective arrangements established 
under section 504 of the Railroad Revitalization 
and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (45 U.S.C. 
836) with respect to employees affected by ac-
tions taken in connection with the project to be 
financed in whole or in part by grants under 
this chapter. 

(d) REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING INTERCITY PAS-
SENGER RAIL SERVICE.— 

(1) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT FOR 
INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL PROJECTS.—Any enti-
ty providing intercity passenger railroad trans-
portation that begins operations after the date 
of enactment of this Act on a project funded in 
whole or in part by grants made under this title, 
or the amendments made by this title, and re-
places intercity rail passenger service that was 
provided by Amtrak, unless such service was 
provided solely by Amtrak to another entity, as 
of such date shall enter into an agreement with 
the authorized bargaining agent or agents for 
adversely affected employees of the predecessor 
provider that— 

(A) gives each such qualified employee of the 
predecessor provider priority in hiring according 
to the employee’s seniority on the predecessor 
provider for each position with the replacing en-
tity that is in the employee’s craft or class and 
is available within 3 years after the termination 
of the service being replaced; 

(B) establishes a procedure for notifying such 
an employee of such positions; 

(C) establishes a procedure for such an em-
ployee to apply for such positions; and 

(D) establishes rates of pay, rules, and work-
ing conditions. 

(2) IMMEDIATE REPLACEMENT SERVICE.— 
(A) NEGOTIATIONS.—If the replacement of pre-

existing intercity rail passenger service occurs 
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concurrent with or within a reasonable time be-
fore the commencement of the replacing entity’s 
rail passenger service, the replacing entity shall 
give written notice of its plan to replace existing 
rail passenger service to the authorized collec-
tive bargaining agent or agents for the poten-
tially adversely affected employees of the prede-
cessor provider at least 90 days before the date 
on which it plans to commence service. Within 5 
days after the date of receipt of such written no-
tice, negotiations between the replacing entity 
and the collective bargaining agent or agents for 
the employees of the predecessor provider shall 
commence for the purpose of reaching agreement 
with respect to all matters set forth in subpara-
graphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1). The 
negotiations shall continue for 30 days or until 
an agreement is reached, whichever is sooner. If 
at the end of 30 days the parties have not en-
tered into an agreement with respect to all such 
matters, the unresolved issues shall be submitted 
for arbitration in accordance with the procedure 
set forth in subparagraph (B). 

(B) ARBITRATION.—If an agreement has not 
been entered into with respect to all matters set 
forth in subparagraphs (A) through (D) of para-
graph (1) as described in subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph, the parties shall select an arbi-
trator. If the parties are unable to agree upon 
the selection of such arbitrator within 5 days, 
either or both parties shall notify the National 
Mediation Board, which shall provide a list of 
seven arbitrators with experience in arbitrating 
rail labor protection disputes. Within 5 days 
after such notification, the parties shall alter-
nately strike names from the list until only 1 
name remains, and that person shall serve as 
the neutral arbitrator. Within 45 days after se-
lection of the arbitrator, the arbitrator shall 
conduct a hearing on the dispute and shall 
render a decision with respect to the unresolved 
issues among the matters set forth in subpara-
graphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1). This 
decision shall be final, binding, and conclusive 
upon the parties. The salary and expenses of 
the arbitrator shall be borne equally by the par-
ties; all other expenses shall be paid by the 
party incurring them. 

(3) SERVICE COMMENCEMENT.—A replacing en-
tity under this subsection shall commence serv-
ice only after an agreement is entered into with 
respect to the matters set forth in subparagraphs 
(A) through (D) of paragraph (1) or the decision 
of the arbitrator has been rendered. 

(4) SUBSEQUENT REPLACEMENT OF SERVICE.—If 
the replacement of existing rail passenger serv-
ice takes place within 3 years after the replacing 
entity commences intercity passenger rail serv-
ice, the replacing entity and the collective bar-
gaining agent or agents for the adversely af-
fected employees of the predecessor provider 
shall enter into an agreement with respect to the 
matters set forth in subparagraphs (A) through 
(D) of paragraph (1). If the parties have not en-
tered into an agreement with respect to all such 
matters within 60 days after the date on which 
the replacing entity replaces the predecessor 
provider, the parties shall select an arbitrator 
using the procedures set forth in paragraph 
(2)(B), who shall, within 20 days after the com-
mencement of the arbitration, conduct a hearing 
and decide all unresolved issues. This decision 
shall be final, binding, and conclusive upon the 
parties. 

(e) INAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN RAIL OPER-
ATIONS.—Nothing in this section applies to— 

(1) commuter rail passenger transportation (as 
defined in section 24102(4) of title 49, United 
States Code) operations of a State or local gov-
ernment authority (as those terms are defined in 
section 5302(11) and (6), respectively, of title 49, 
United States Code) eligible to receive financial 
assistance under section 5307 of title 49, United 
States Code, or to its contractor performing serv-
ices in connection with commuter rail passenger 
operations (as so defined); 

(2) the Alaska Railroad or its contractors; or 

(3) the National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion’s access rights to railroad rights of way and 
facilities under current law. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the committee amendment is in order 
except those printed in House Report 
110–703. Each amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the 
report; by a Member designated in the 
report; shall be considered read; shall 
be debatable for the time specified in 
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent of the amendment; shall not be 
subject to amendment; and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 110–703. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. OBER-
STAR: 

In section 101(c)— 
(1) strike ‘‘AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES 

ACT COMPLIANCE’’ in the subsection heading 
and insert ‘‘ACCESSIBILITY IMPROVEMENTS 
AND BARRIER REMOVAL FOR PEOPLE WITH DIS-
ABILITIES’’; and 

(2) strike ‘‘for compliance with the require-
ments of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘to improve the accessibility of facili-
ties, including rail platforms, and services’’. 

In title I, add at the end the following new 
section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 105. COMPLIANCE WITH IMMIGRATION AND 

NATIONALITY ACT. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, none of the funds authorized by this 
Act may be used to employ workers in viola-
tion of section 274A of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324a). 

In section 205(a), strike ‘‘103(c)’’ and insert 
‘‘103(2)’’. 

In section 209(a), in the proposed section 
24905(b)— 

(1) strike ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 
(8); 

(2) strike the period at the end of para-
graph (9) and insert ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) after paragraph (9), insert the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) potential funding and financing 
mechanisms for projects of corridor-wide sig-
nificance. 

In section 209(a), in the proposed section 
24905(c)(1)(A)— 

(1) strike ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (i); 
(2) insert ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (ii); 

and 
(3) after clause (ii), insert the following 

new clause: 
‘‘(iii) all financial contributions made by 

an operator of a service, including but not 
limited to, for any capital infrastructure in-
vestments, as well as for any in-kind serv-
ices, are considered; 

In section 209(c)(2)(B), insert ‘‘, including 
but not limited to, any adverse impact on ex-
isting and projected intercity, commuter, 
and freight service’’ after ‘‘such an achieve-
ment’’. 

In section 211, insert ‘‘including issues re-
lated to the raising of passenger rail station 
platforms,’’ after ‘‘to achieving compli-
ance,’’. 

In section 211, strike ‘‘an overall schedule’’ 
and insert ‘‘a detailed plan and schedule’’. 

In section 211, insert ‘‘by the 2010 statutory 
deadline for station accessibility’’ after 
‘‘parts of section 242(e)(2)’’. 

In section 211, strike ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and in-
sert ‘‘February 1, 2009’’. 

Strike subsection (c) of section 214. 
In title II, add at the end the following new 

section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 225. HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND RAIL-

ROAD SAFETY. 
(a) STUDY; OTHER ACTIONS.—The Secretary 

of Transportation shall— 
(1) conduct a study, in consultation with 

the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion, the National Conference of State His-
toric Preservation Officers, the Department 
of the Interior, appropriate representatives 
of the railroad industry, and representative 
stakeholders, on ways to streamline compli-
ance with the requirements of section 303 of 
title 49, United States Code, and section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 470f) for federally funded railroad in-
frastructure repair and improvement 
projects; 

(2) take immediate action to cooperate 
with the Alaska Railroad, the Alaska State 
Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, and the 
Department of the Interior, in expediting the 
decisionmaking process for safety-related 
projects of the railroad involving property 
and facilities that have disputed historic sig-
nificance; and 

(3) take immediate action to cooperate 
with the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, the North Carolina State 
Historic Preservation Office, the Virginia 
State Historic Preservation Office, the Advi-
sory Council on Historic Preservation, and 
the Department of the Interior, in expediting 
the decisionmaking process for safety-re-
lated projects of the railroad and the South-
east High Speed Rail Corridor involving 
property and facilities that have disputed 
historic significance. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit, to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate, a report on the results of the 
study conducted under subsection (a)(1) and 
the actions directed under subsection (a)(2) 
and (3). The report shall include rec-
ommendations for any regulatory or legisla-
tive amendments that may streamline com-
pliance with the requirements described in 
subsection (a)(1) in a manner consistent with 
railroad safety and the policies and purposes 
of section 106 of the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f), section 303 of 
title 49, United States Code, and section 8(d) 
of Public Law 90-543 (16 U.S.C. 1247(d)). 

In section 301, in the proposed section 
24402, add at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(k) BICYCLE ACCESS.—Grants under this 
chapter may be used to provide bicycle ac-
cess into rolling stock, and to provide bicy-
cle racks in trains.’’. 

In section 301, in the proposed section 
24405(e), strike paragraph (1) and redesignate 
paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs (1) and 
(2), respectively. 

In section 502(a)(2), amend subparagraph 
(F) to read as follows: 

(F) the locations of proposed stations, 
identifying, in the case of a proposal sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) (A), a plan allow-
ing for station stops at or in close proximity 
to the busiest Amtrak stations; 

In section 503— 
(1) strike ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 

(1); 
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(2) strike the period at the end of para-

graph (2) and insert a semicolon; and 
(3) insert after paragraph (2) the following 

new paragraphs: 
(3) a feasibility analysis regarding the ex-

pansion of the South Central High-Speed 
Rail Corridor to Memphis, Tennessee; and 

(4) a feasibility analysis regarding the ex-
pansion of the South Central High-Speed 
Rail Corridor south of San Antonio to a loca-
tion in far south Texas to be chosen at the 
discretion of the Secretary. 

In section 504(e), strike paragraph (1) and 
redesignate paragraphs (2) and (3) as para-
graphs (1) and (2), respectively. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1253, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 15 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

The manager’s amendment requires 
the Secretary of Transportation to 
conduct a study on ways to streamline 
compliance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act requirements for Fed-
erally funded rail infrastructure 
projects. This issue was raised in com-
mittee by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, the ranking member, Mr. SHU-
STER, for himself, for North Carolina 
and for Alaska. I felt that we needed to 
explore the matter further, so we 
scheduled a hearing on the issue be-
cause this matter had not been raised 
previously. 

We heard from the Alaska Railroad, 
the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation, the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, the National 
Trust For Historic Preservation and 
the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy. 

At the conclusion of that meeting, it 
was obvious we weren’t going to be 
able, in the course of the hearing, to 
reach agreement. But we saw a path to-
ward agreement. And I directed the 
parties and the staff to work through 
the weekend to develop a compromise 
proposal, which they did, and we have 
reflected that understanding in the 
manager’s amendment. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE), and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER) for bringing this matter to 
our attention, and to Mr. MICA for par-
ticipating and working out what I 
think is a reasonable approach. 

I also what to thank colleagues who 
had amendments that were proposed to 
the bill for agreeing to incorporate 
those amendments into the manager’s 
amendment to expedite consideration. 
The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ARCURI), the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. BERRY), and Tennessee (Mr. 
COHEN), from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) 
Mr. CUELLAR and Mr. HINOJOSA from 
Texas, Mr. WEINER and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, from New York and Or-
egon respectively. 

The Arcuri amendments ensure that 
the financial contributions and in kind 
services provided by commuter rails 

are taken into account in developing a 
standardized formula for Northeast 
Corridor commuter cost allocation. 

The Berry-Cohen amendment re-
quires a feasibility analysis on extend-
ing south central high-speed rail serv-
ice to Memphis, Tennessee. The Castle 
amendment ensures that all proposals 
for high-speed rail on the Northeast 
Corridor plans to allow station stops at 
or in close proximity to the busiest 
Amtrak stations. The Cuellar-Hinojosa 
amendment requires a feasibility anal-
ysis on extending South Central high- 
speed rail to a location in south Texas 
to be determined by the Secretary. 

The Weiner-Blumenauer amendment 
authorizes intercity passenger rail 
grants for bicycle access on rolling 
stock and bicycle racks on trains. And 
the amendment also provides that none 
of the funds may be used to employ 
workers in violation of section 274A of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act 
and makes a number of technical cor-
rections in the reported bill. 

There are other items of a bipartisan 
nature included in the manager’s 
amendment, and I think we have 
worked these matters out satisfac-
torily. 

I urge all Members to support it. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to claim the time in opposition, al-
though I am not opposed to the amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. I yield myself as 

much time as I may consume. 
I rise in support of this amendment. 

And I am not going to run down 
through. The chairman did a good job 
of going over all the provisions in this 
manager’s amendment. But we have 
reached a bipartisan agreement be-
tween Mr. OBERSTAR and Ms. BROWN, 
Mr. MICA and myself, so we support the 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield 2 minutes to 

the distinguished gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. NAPOLITANO). 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank Chairman OBERSTAR for 
yielding the time. I am rising in sup-
port, in very strong support of the 
manager’s amendment which includes 
some very important provisions espe-
cially the one regarding the Americans 
with Disabilities Act compliance and 
the raising of the stations’ platforms. 
The Los Angeles Metrolink and many 
other commuter railroads have fully 
complied with ADA rules by putting 
ramps and lifts in all of their stations 
so the disabled community can safely 
and easily board the trains. 

DOT has proposed a rule that would 
require all railroad stations to fully 
raise their platforms. It would be a 
very great cost to all the different rail-
roads that service our people and then 
most passenger rail stations are serv-
iced by multiple railroad companies 

with different train settings. Raising 
the platform will create major vertical 
and horizontal gaps between the trains 
and the platforms, making it harder for 
the disabled community to safely and 
efficiently enter and exit trains. 

The manager’s amendment requires 
Amtrak to study how raising station 
platforms will affect the safe and effi-
cient boarding of trains for all pas-
sengers. 

I fully support the manager’s amend-
ment and thank Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. 
BROWN, Ranking Members MICA and 
SHUSTER for their work on the reau-
thorization of the bill which helps pro-
vide many needed improvements in the 
sadly lacking rail transportation, and 
hopefully will provide enticement to 
people leaving their cars at home, sav-
ing gasoline, arrive rested and avoid 
the traffic jams, creates for us in Cali-
fornia a desperately needed program 
where we have three of the top five 
busiest rail corridors in the U.S., the 
Pacific Surfliner, the Capitol Corridor 
and San Joaquin Corridors, alleviating 
the choke points and being able to help 
us look at the San Diego to Los Ange-
les San Francisco high-speed rail. It 
will help Metrolink, and I strongly sup-
port the passage of the manager’s 
amendment in the bill. 

Mr. SHUSTER. At this time I would 
like to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
legislation’s amendment before us 
today. I never thought I would be in-
volved in a love fest in a discussion for 
reauthorization of Amtrak. I would 
like to credit that to Chairman OBER-
STAR and everybody on the committee 
who put this together. On Monday I 
submitted an important amendment to 
the Rules Committee which fortu-
nately has been included as part of this 
manager’s amendment. 

For anybody who has driven on I–95 
recently, it is strikingly clear that 
highway congestion has become a crit-
ical problem threatening business pro-
ductivity, increasing safety risk and 
hindering efforts to improve air qual-
ity. In fact a recent study found that 
road congestion in the top four metro-
politan areas cost Americans 4.2 billion 
hours and 2.9 billion gallons of fuel sit-
ting in traffic delays. Try multiplying 
that by $4. 

In contrast, passenger and commuter 
rail systems have proven to be the 
most efficient options for travelers in 
heavily congested areas of the country. 
Between Boston and Washington, rider-
ship on Amtrak has surged 20 percent 
with nearly 2,000 trains operating along 
the corridor every day. Clearly the 
Northeast’s entire transportation sys-
tem would stagger to a halt if these 
trains ever stopped running. In fact, a 
few weeks ago, I was pleased to wel-
come Ranking Member MICA to my 
home station in Wilmington, Delaware, 
to discuss the importance of rail trans-
portation in alleviating congestion in 
the Northeast. 
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In this era of high gas prices, con-

gested roadways and overcrowded air-
ports, rail transportation has become 
imperative for many travelers. For this 
reason, I strongly support the provi-
sions in the bill to begin developing a 
high-speed rail corridor between New 
York and Washington, D.C. 

My amendment to this bill will sim-
ply ensure that proposals to build a 
high-speed rail system in the Northeast 
allow for station stops at the corridor’s 
busiest rail hubs. For example, last 
year nearly 1 million people boarded or 
exited a train in Wilmington, Dela-
ware, which is centrally located on the 
corridor between New York’s Penn Sta-
tion and Union Station here in Wash-
ington. As a regular Amtrak commuter 
myself, I can attest to the fact that 
thousands of travelers rely on the Wil-
mington train station when it comes to 
visiting friends and relatives who are 
traveling for business, making it the 
fifth busiest station on the Northeast 
Corridor. Therefore my amendment 
makes clear that heavily utilized high- 
ridership stations like Wilmington 
should be included in any proposal for 
building a high-speed rail system in the 
Northeast. 

As co-chairman of the House Pas-
senger Rail Caucus, I commend Chair-
man OBERSTAR, Congressman MICA, 
Congresswoman BROWN, Congressman 
SHUSTER and everyone who has worked 
hard to expand transportation options 
and cut delays for travelers in this part 
of the country. 
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Mr. Chairman, I thank the com-
mittee for including my amendment as 
part of the legislation before us today. 
I believe this bill is vital to exploring 
the untapped potential of passenger 
rail, and I look forward to working 
with my colleagues on these critical 
transportation issues. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, a distinguished mem-
ber of our committee, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. BRALEY), intended to be 
here and had actually requested time 
to be heard on general debate. But, un-
fortunately, he is home in his district, 
probably handling sandbags to deal 
with flooding in Waterloo. Late yester-
day, the flooding washed away a Union 
Pacific Railroad bridge over the Cedar 
River in downtown Waterloo and our 
committee colleague is back home 
with his constituents, as he rightly 
should be. 

I also want to express my apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
BRALEY), who I know wanted to be here 
during consideration of the bill. 

Regrettably, he is home in his Dis-
trict to help his constituents deal with 
flooding in Waterloo. 

Yesterday, the flooding washed away 
a Union Pacific railroad bridge over 
the Cedar River in downtown Waterloo. 

I include a report from the local 
newspaper on the tragedies in Iowa. 

UPDATE: RAILROAD BRIDGE IN DOWNTOWN 
W’LOO COLLAPSES; CF ORDERS MORE EVAC-
UATIONS 
(By Jim Offner, Courier Business Editor) 
WATERLOO, June 10.—One-third of the 

Union Pacific railroad bridge parallel to 
Sixth Street over the Cedar River in down-
town Waterloo has washed away in the flood 
waters. 

The third of the bridge adjacent to the east 
bank of the Cedar River washed away at 2:45 
p.m. 

Roger Verch saw the bridge section give 
way. 

‘‘We were actually standing on the 18th 
Street Bridge’’ downstream when it gave 
way. It struck the 18th Street Bridge. ‘‘ We 
really felt the vibrations,’’ Verch said. A por-
tion of it remained lodged in the 18th Street 
Bridge and another portion of it washed 
down river. 

The bridge is used by the Iowa Northern 
Railroad to serve John Deere’s East Donald 
Street Tractor Works, and Deere tractors are 
transported by rail over that line to Cedar 
Rapids. 

Iowa Northern general manager Mark 
Sabin said the railroad is assessing the 
flood’s impacts all along its line and had not 
yet had an opportunity to assess the effects 
of the bridge washout. 

We will provide more details as they be-
come available. 

Also, the city of Cedar Falls has now ex-
panded its area of evacuation. The mayor 
has ordered an immediate evacuation of ev-
eryone in the following areas: 

—On Franklin Street from Sixth Street to 
the north; on Sixth Street to the east toward 
Main Street; on Main Street from Ninth 
Street to the north; and all downtown areas 
from those streets toward the river. 

Unauthorized vehicles will be removed be-
ginning at 3 p.m. 

People who are evacuating are urged to 
turn off their power, utilities, water and gas. 
Security will be provided for the area to 
safeguard property by the Cedar Falls Police 
Department and the National Guard. 

Volunteers may remain in this area if they 
are assisting with the sandbagging efforts. 
Volunteers will be needed throughout the 
night. It cannot be emphasized enough that 
volunteers are needed and must report to the 
north parking lot of the UNI-Dome to assist 
with sandbagging. Volunteers must not trav-
el downtown or go near the levy. Transpor-
tation will be provided to volunteers. 

EARLIER STORY 
Businesses in downtown Waterloo were 

struggling to hold back the waters—with 
some success—as the Cedar River was spill-
ing over the flood wall that protects rivers 
lining the riverbanks Tuesday. 

‘‘Right now, we’re cleaning up some 
groundwater,’’ said Vern Nelson, owner of 
the River Plaza and Black’s buildings down-
town. ‘‘We’re doing what we can to prevent 
any more damage.’’ 

The River Plaza building had some water 
seepage, but it was under control at midday 
Tuesday, Nelson said. 

‘‘We haven’t had very much—some ground-
water coming up—but it’s continuous,’’ Nel-
son said. ‘‘Just carpets are damp and maybe 
an inch of water.’’ 

Donna Nelson, Vernon Nelson’s wife and 
co-owner of the properties, said any prob-
lems that existed in either the River Plaza 
the Black’s Building, were manageable. 

‘‘We’re coping pretty good in our build-
ings,’’ Donna Nelson said. ‘‘But we have relo-
cated some Cedar Falls businesses into our 
buildings.’’ 

The couple also own the Gasser Building 
and Winter Bottom. 

‘‘We’re having a little groundwater over at 
River Plaza,’’ Donna Nelson said. ‘‘The city 

has walls in front of River Plaza, and I be-
lieve they’re another 10 feet high.’’ 

She praised the city officials’ response to 
the deluge. 

‘‘The city has been really good,’’ she said. 
‘‘They’ve been in constant contact. I’ve got 
hundreds of calls from our tenants and, of 
course, they’re nervous. But the city has 
been very good at keeping us updated. Some 
people are parking at ground levels. The city 
has been very kind to let them relocate.’’ 

She said three Cedar Falls businesses had 
moved temporarily into the River Plaza. 

Vern Nelson said seepage through the 
River Plaza’s basement floor has been the 
primary problem there. 

‘‘It’s not coming through the walls,’’ Nel-
son said. 

A plan of action, should the situation dete-
riorate, was being devised Tuesday after-
noon, Nelson said. 

‘‘We’re deciding on what we’re going to do, 
whether we’re going to stay open,’’ he said. 
‘‘We have two rooms—a free weight room 
and a cafe—that have water in them that 
we’ve closed down. Half the athletic club is 
open.’’ 

The hope is to reopen as soon as officials 
give the go-ahead, he said. 

‘‘We hope to do that immediately,’’ he 
said. 

Diane Graham, administrative assistant 
for Main Street Waterloo, said the down-
town-based organization was still dry at 
noon. 

‘‘I’m a little nervous, but so far, so good,’’ 
she said. ‘‘Even the basement is dry at this 
point. It’s all dry on Fourth Street.’’ 

Gene Leonhart, chief executive officer of 
Cardinal Construction, said the Waterloo 
Building, which houses his company, had 
some seepage. 

‘‘We’re fortunate that our building hasn’t 
taken on any more water than it has,’’ he 
said. ‘‘Our basement that has the boilers has 
a deep sump, and we’re able to keep ahead of 
it.’’ 

The company’s inventory of sump pumps 
had long since been depleted. 

‘‘We had calls for pumps, but those are 
long since dispersed.’’ 

The company was continuing to function, 
however, Leonhart said. 

‘‘We’re functioning, and the building is 
functioning,’’ he said, ‘‘Given what the city 
has to do with the sewers and water, it’s a 
concern here. since we’re only one block 
away from the river.’’ 

Traffic downtown was bottled up. Police 
officers directing snarled traffic around the 
Five Sullivan Brothers Convention Center, 
which was hosting the Heartland Conference 
2008, a medical supply convention that was 
expecting an estimated 1,000 attendees, said 
at noon that getting out of downtown would 
be a 20-minute ordeal. 

‘‘It’s a busy day downtown,’’ said Jim 
Walsh, CEO of VGM Group, who owns several 
properties downtown and whose company is 
attending the convention. ‘‘In addition to 
the concerns we have about floodwater both 
direct and indirect, we also have staff and 
traffic issues. Many employees have flood-
waters in their houses, and we’re trying to 
help them as much as we can I know a num-
ber of businesses have sent their people home 
and moving things out of their homes.’’ 

Walsh said the convention was proceeding 
as scheduled, with a couple of small excep-
tions. 

‘‘We did have to relocate our major social 
event from the Electric Park Ballroom (near 
the Cattle Congress) to UNI,’’ he said. 

There’s only so much downtown merchants 
can do, Walsh said. 

‘‘If the levees are topped, of course, it’s 
game over, as far as anything but life safe-
ty,’’ he said. ‘‘Right now, the plan is to get 
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things out of lower levels that can be moved 
and cut losses from any basement flooding. 

‘‘There’s quite a bit of consternation.’’ 
Walsh said his properties were in accept-

able shape—for the moment. 
‘‘We don’t have much more than seepage 

right now,’’ he said. ‘‘We have stopped all the 
elevators at upper floors, so nobody is using 
any elevators in the downtown buildings. Of 
course, we’re trying to get our people out of 
the offices, which is hard. We have some peo-
ple helping with the work, and it is a busi-
ness day,’’ 

Leonhart said he had never seen this type 
of flooding. 

‘‘Not even in ’93,’’ he said. ‘‘I never sew 
this, not since the dikes were built,’’ he said. 

A pickup truck at Fifth and Commercial 
tried to ply its way through flowing down 
Fifth with its wheels half-submerged. 

‘‘There’s quite a bit of consternation,’’ 
Walsh said. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), 
the Chair of the Public Buildings and 
FEMA Subcommittee. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for yielding. I have to 
thank him first for a bill that is the 
breakthrough of the decades. Not only 
is this a bill about the beginning of an 
entirely new train system for the 
United States, it is a bill about keeping 
the old system, Amtrak, in check, a 
bill we have been needing it seems for-
ever. 

Everybody who rides Amtrak, I have 
to say to you and to my good friend the 
Chair of the subcommittee, Ms. BROWN, 
is enormously indebted to you both, 
particularly in this region, and, if I 
may say so, across the country. At 
least 43 different districts are affected 
by what you do here today, and it has 
been a long time coming. 

It is important in every way. It is im-
portant for the workers at Amtrak, 
trained workers who have suffered 
through a period when we have not 
brought forward what it takes to keep 
such trained people on the job, and it is 
most important for Amtrak, which the 
Federal Government has today only be-
cause the private sector threw it at us 
because it was unprofitable. We are 
now making up for years of neglect of 
this system. 

I also want to say a word on the 
Davis amendment. It makes sense that 
it is a part of this bill. Both are in my 
district. The nation’s capital is the hub 
for Amtrak and it is the hub, of course, 
for Metro. Metro mostly serves Federal 
workers. It is in this bill. The region 
has ponied up and said, we will pay for 
what it takes for capital improve-
ments. 

But the fact is that we should watch 
what we wish for, because we told peo-
ple to get on the Metro, and we said, 
especially after 9/11, Federal workers 
better learn how to get on the Metro. 
So many have gotten on the Metro 
that they have broken down the Metro. 
The obligation falls to the Federal 
Government to do its share, along with 
the region. 

This amendment would not be on the 
floor if the District first, then Mary-

land and then Virginia, hadn’t passed 
local bills, saying all right, we will 
have dedicated funding every year for 
our share, for the first time. This is the 
only major system that does not have 
dedicated funding. The system has suf-
fered for it. 

What the Congress says in this 
amendment is in return for that, D.C., 
Maryland and Virginia, particularly 
because the people who ride back and 
forth are mostly Federal employees on 
weekdays, we will do our share for cap-
ital improvements as well. 

I thank the chairmen, both Chairs, 
very much. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA), the ranking member. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I brought this chart that shows $4.05 
a gallon gasoline today. That is the av-
erage national cost. In some jurisdic-
tions it is more. This is not an energy 
policy. This is not acceptable to the 
American people, $4.05 a gallon gaso-
line. 

First of all, I strongly support the 
manager’s amendment. Contained in it 
are provisions that we would have 
high-speed rail service. We heard the 
gentleman, the former Governor of 
Delaware, Mr. CASTLE, the distin-
guished Representative now from Dela-
ware, talk about having stops. I think 
when I visited Wilmington, when I vis-
ited Philadelphia and New York and 
stops along the way, people were ex-
cited about this proposal, because it of-
fered them an option to expensive gaso-
line. 

The proposal that we bring forward is 
revolutionary. It does allow the Sec-
retary of Transportation to take pro-
posals. The reason we took the North-
east Corridor first is because that is 
the only real estate and asset that Am-
trak wholly owns, almost all of it all 
the way to Boston. There is a little bit 
between New York and Boston that 
they don’t own. That is why we took 
the first leg of this high speed proposal 
from Washington, D.C., right down the 
block to downtown Manhattan. 

We don’t specify technology, but we 
say it must be there within 2 hours, 
and we have a provision that assures 
stops along the way. Revolutionary. 
Again, what it would do for air travel 
congestion would be monumental for 
this Nation. 

This isn’t limited to the Northeast 
Corridor, that first segment. Everyone 
has a possibility of doing that through 
the provision Mr. SHUSTER, Ms. BROWN 
and Mr. OBERSTAR worked out. 

We also have the possibility of open-
ing for the first time public-private 
partnerships cutting the cost and the 
subsidy of some of the money-losing 
routes and bringing in private sector 
innovation. This whole attempt today, 
again, is revolutionary. 

So, again, this outlines the high- 
speed rail proposal, and it shows that it 
is not just limited to Washington and 
to New York. It is open to the entire 

Nation, and it provides a cost-effective 
alternative to just saying no, to trying 
to zero out Amtrak, and to not having 
high-speed rail passenger service either 
in that corridor or any other corridor 
of the United States. 

So I urge adoption of the manager’s 
amendment and I urge passage of the 
final bill. I think most of the amend-
ments are acceptable. We have a couple 
of questions on them. They will be de-
bated here and Members will have to 
pick and choose between those amend-
ments. But, all in all, this is a good, bi-
partisan effort to get us away from 
being dependent on $4.05 gasoline, esca-
lating energy costs and limited choices 
for the traveling public. This is a very 
significant step forward, and I thank 
again Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. BROWN and 
Mr. SHUSTER. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 5 seconds to express my 
appreciation to the gentleman from 
Florida for that statement, for his 
charts, for the genuinely sincere effort 
that brought us to this point today. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Chair of the Rail 
Subcommittee, the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. CORRINE BROWN). 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
Mr. Chairman, once again I want to 
thank Mr. OBERSTAR, Ranking Member 
MICA, Subcommittee Chairman SHU-
STER and the staff. On behalf of the 
American people, I thank you. This is 
really a great day. 

Let me say thank you, Mr. OBER-
STAR, for your hard work on this bill 
and helping to develop this manager’s 
amendment which incorporates provi-
sions in the bill that would improve 
the overall Amtrak system. We are 
falling behind other industrialized na-
tions who have prepared their country 
for the future by investing heavily in 
high-speed rail. 

Mr. OBERSTAR talked about what he 
did when he was right out of college 
with his scholarship and how it took 
him 6 hours to go from downtown Brus-
sels to downtown Paris. Now it takes 1 
hour and 15 minutes, over 200 miles. We 
went less than 6 months ago to visit a 
new system, downtown Barcelona, 
Spain, to downtown Madrid, over 300 
miles, 21⁄2 hours, and we didn’t even 
know we were moving. 

That is our competition. That is who 
we are competing against as far as 
when we talk about trade and other 
issues. They are able to move their 
people, goods and services, and we are 
falling behind. 

Amtrak reauthorization legislation 
is one of the few pieces of transpor-
tation legislation that has passed the 
Senate. Let me repeat that. Amtrak re-
authorization legislation is one of the 
only pieces of legislation that has 
passed the other body. We have a great 
opportunity to go to conference and 
send a bill to the President’s desk that 
provides a tremendous benefit for the 
traveling public, creating economic de-
velopment and decreased energy con-
sumption. 
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The American people deserve the best 

passenger rail system in the world. I 
have said over and over and over again, 
we are the caboose, and we don’t use 
cabooses anymore. 

This legislation takes a proactive 
step in addressing the outrageous cost 
of gas, now over $4 a gallon, and it 
makes a statement that we are serious 
about improving our dependence on 
foreign oil. Rail travel is more efficient 
and uses less fuel than both cars and 
airplanes. 

I would encourage all of my col-
leagues to support this amendment and 
support the bill so we can quickly 
move this bill through the process and 
have it on the President’s desk for his 
signature. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further speakers. I am prepared to 
close, if the gentleman is through. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. We have no further 
speakers on our side. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to close 
by talking directly to my colleagues 
who have over the years been on the 
floor arguing against Amtrak, arguing 
to cut Amtrak. I think that this agree-
ment we have here today, there are two 
important reasons to support this. 

First, because of the energy situation 
in our country. Amtrak does provide a 
positive alternative to get people out 
of their cars and to travel, inter-city 
travel around this country. So that is 
the first point. 

Energy, it is a positive thing we can 
do for America for energy, and we 
haven’t done anything positive in the 
last 18 months. Here is something posi-
tive we can do on that front. 

Second, my colleagues who argue 
against Amtrak talk about the private 
sector and how they can do things. 
Well, this bill has three provisions in it 
that allow for pilot projects for the pri-
vate sector to come in to take over 
underperforming lines, to reestablish 
lines that are no longer in operation by 
Amtrak and reestablish them, and to 
demonstrate what the private sector 
can do in passenger rail service. 

After these lines are taken over, we 
will have concrete evidence as to what 
the private sector can do. I feel con-
fident they will be able to perform very 
well and we will no longer be on the 
floor theoretically debating. We will 
say, look what the private sector has 
done on this line. Look what they have 
done on the other line. We will have 
that evidence and have real world facts 
before us, and that is a positive thing. 

So those are two things that my col-
leagues that have been down here op-
posing Amtrak today can come to the 
floor for. I urge them to support the 
manager’s amendment and I urge them 
to support the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
CUELLAR). The gentleman from Min-
nesota has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all spoken to 
one another as colleagues about the 
work that we have done and the time 
we have invested to bring this legisla-
tion to the floor in the shape that it is 
in, which is remarkable. But we stand 
on the shoulders of skilled, dedicated 
professionals who make our work pos-
sible and make it effective. 

On the full committee, our Chief of 
Staff, Dave Heymsfeld, Ward 
McCarragher, Jen Walsh and Erik Han-
sen. On the Republican side, Jim Coon 
and Amy Steinmann. 

On the subcommittee, our very dedi-
cated Jennifer Esposito, John Drake, 
who has filled in for Jennifer while she 
was raising a new passenger for Am-
trak, Rose Hamlin, Niels Knutson and 
Nick Martinelli of Chairwoman 
BROWN’s staff. On the Republican side, 
Allison Cullin and Joyce Rose, whose 
distinguished service and experience 
contributes enormously, and Mike 
Meenan and John Brennan, who Rank-
ing Member MICA mentioned has left 
the committee staff to take an oper-
ating position with a railroad. 

The Office of Legislative Counsel has 
been of enormous help, Tim Brown. 
And at CBO, Sarah Puro. 

All of whom have made their unique 
contribution without whose wise pro-
fessional guidance we couldn’t be at 
this point. And, believe me, I know. I 
served on the staff for 12 years in this 
body, and I know what hard work it is. 
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I know what hard work it is. All the 
digging is done there, and I thank 
them, the staff. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
cited one of the cornerstone break-
through provisions of this legislation, 
and that is opening up an opportunity 
for competition from the private sector 
to demonstrate whether private sector 
funding, financing, management, ex-
pertise, can operate passenger rail 
routes successfully, and I welcome that 
opportunity. 

I know that for good friends in the 
railroad brotherhoods it initially 
caused a great deal of concern, but I re-
call the words of President John F. 
Kennedy, who said we should never fear 
to negotiate, but we should never nego-
tiate out of fear. There is nothing to 
fear in this proposition. 

There is an opportunity for us to ex-
pand the horizons. We are going to 
have to do this in the surface transpor-
tation authorization next year, invit-
ing private sector investments in key 
elements of our national transpor-
tation system. 

To open Amtrak to that kind of in-
vestment, that challenge of expanding 
the horizon, is necessary, and I wel-
come that opportunity. We will mon-
itor it very closely, we will have a very 
careful evaluation step-by-step of how 
these provisions will proceed. But I 
think, net, it will be a benefit to our 
passenger rail service in America. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of our time and ask for a favor-

able vote on the manager’s amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF 

VIRGINIA 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 2 
printed in House Report 110–703. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment made in 
order under the rule. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. DAVIS of 
Virginia: 

Add at the end of title I the following 
new section: 
SEC. 105. AUTHORIZATION FOR CAPITAL AND 

PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE 
PROJECTS FOR WASHINGTON MET-
ROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHOR-
ITY. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the suc-

ceeding provisions of this section, the Sec-
retary of Transportation is authorized to 
make grants to the Transit Authority, in ad-
dition to the contributions authorized under 
sections 3, 14, and 17 of the National Capital 
Transportation Act of 1969 (sec. 9—1101.01 et 
seq., D.C. Official Code), for the purpose of fi-
nancing in part the capital and preventive 
maintenance projects included in the Capital 
Improvement Program approved by the 
Board of Directors of the Transit Authority. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(A) the term ‘‘Transit Authority’’ means 

the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority established under Article III of 
the Compact; and 

(B) the term ‘‘Compact’’ means the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority Compact (80 Stat. 1324; Public Law 
89—774). 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The Federal grants 
made pursuant to the authorization under 
this section shall be subject to the following 
limitations and conditions: 

(1) The work for which such Federal 
grants are authorized shall be subject to the 
provisions of the Compact (consistent with 
the amendments to the Compact described in 
subsection (d)). 

(2) Each such Federal grant shall be for 
50 percent of the net project cost of the 
project involved, and shall be provided in 
cash from sources other than Federal funds 
or revenues from the operation of public 
mass transportation systems. Consistent 
with the terms of the amendment to the 
Compact described in subsection (d)(1), any 
funds so provided shall be solely from undis-
tributed cash surpluses, replacement or de-
preciation funds or reserves available in 
cash, or new capital. 

(3) Such Federal grants may be used only 
for the maintenance and upkeep of the sys-
tems of the Transit Authority as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act and may not be 
used to increase the mileage of the rail sys-
tem. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
MASS TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL PROJECTS 
RECEIVING FUNDS UNDER FEDERAL TRANSPOR-
TATION LAW.—Except as specifically provided 
in this section, the use of any amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to the authorization 
under this section shall be subject to the re-
quirements applicable to capital projects for 
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which funds are provided under chapter 53 of 
title 49, United States Code, except to the ex-
tent that the Secretary of Transportation 
determines that the requirements are incon-
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

(d) AMENDMENTS TO COMPACT.—No 
amounts may be provided to the Transit Au-
thority pursuant to the authorization under 
this section until the Transit Authority no-
tifies the Secretary of Transportation that 
each of the following amendments to the 
Compact (and any further amendments 
which may be required to implement such 
amendments) have taken effect: 

(1)(A) An amendment requiring that all 
payments by the local signatory govern-
ments for the Transit Authority for the pur-
pose of matching any Federal funds appro-
priated in any given year authorized under 
subsection (a) for the cost of operating and 
maintaining the adopted regional system are 
made from amounts derived from dedicated 
funding sources. 

(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘‘dedicated funding source’’ means any 
source of funding which is earmarked or re-
quired under State or local law to be used to 
match Federal appropriations authorized 
under this Act for payments to the Transit 
Authority. 

(2) An amendment establishing an Office 
of the Inspector General of the Transit Au-
thority. 

(3) An amendment expanding the Board 
of Directors of the Transit Authority to in-
clude 4 additional Directors appointed by the 
Administrator of General Services, of whom 
2 shall be nonvoting and 2 shall be voting, 
and requiring one of the voting members so 
appointed to be a regular passenger and cus-
tomer of the bus or rail service of the Tran-
sit Authority. 

(e) ACCESS TO WIRELESS SERVICE IN MET-
RORAIL SYSTEM.— 

(1) REQUIRING TRANSIT AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE ACCESS TO SERVICE.—No amounts may 
be provided to the Transit Authority pursu-
ant to the authorization under this section 
unless the Transit Authority ensures that 
customers of the rail service of the Transit 
Authority have access within the rail system 
to services provided by any licensed wireless 
provider that notifies the Transit Authority 
(in accordance with such procedures as the 
Transit Authority may adopt) of its intent 
to offer service to the public, in accordance 
with the following timetable: 

(A) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, in the 20 under-
ground rail station platforms with the high-
est volume of passenger traffic. 

(B) Not later than 4 years after such 
date, throughout the rail system. 

(2) ACCESS OF WIRELESS PROVIDERS TO 
SYSTEM FOR UPGRADES AND MAINTENANCE.— 
No amounts may be provided to the Transit 
Authority pursuant to the authorization 
under this section unless the Transit Author-
ity ensures that each licensed wireless pro-
vider who provides service to the public 
within the rail system pursuant to paragraph 
(1) has access to the system on an ongoing 
basis (subject to such restrictions as the 
Transit Authority may impose to ensure 
that such access will not unduly impact rail 
operations or threaten the safety of cus-
tomers or employees of the rail system) to 
carry out emergency repairs, routine main-
tenance, and upgrades to the service. 

(3) PERMITTING REASONABLE AND CUS-
TOMARY CHARGES.—Nothing in this sub-
section may be construed to prohibit the 
Transit Authority from requiring a licensed 
wireless provider to pay reasonable and cus-
tomary charges for access granted under this 
subsection. 

(4) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 

each of the 3 years thereafter, the Transit 
Authority shall submit to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate a report on the implemen-
tation of this subsection. 

(5) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘‘licensed wireless provider’’ means any 
provider of wireless services who is operating 
pursuant to a Federal license to offer such 
services to the public for profit. 

(f) AMOUNT.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for grants under this section an aggre-
gate amount not to exceed $1,500,000,000 to be 
available in increments over 10 fiscal years 
beginning in fiscal year 2009, or until ex-
pended. 

(g) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appro-
priated pursuant to the authorization under 
this section shall remain available until ex-
pended. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1253, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I rise today in strong support of the Davis- 
Van Hollen-Hoyer amendment to the Pas-
senger Rail and Investment Improvement Act 
of 2008. This amendment would reaffirm the 
Federal Government’s longstanding commit-
ment to the regional transportation system crit-
ical to keeping the Government open and op-
erating efficiently. 

The precedent for Federal investment in the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Author-
ity dates back to 1960, when President Eisen-
hower signed the ‘‘National Capital Transpor-
tation Act,’’ creating the agency responsible 
for developing a regional rail system for the 
Nation’s Capital. 

Since that time, Congress has infused the 
system with funding for construction of the 
original 103–mile system on multiple occa-
sions. 

The Federal Government has a vested inter-
est in the long-term sustainability of the Metro 
system. After all, approximately half of the 
system’s peak ridership is composed of Fed-
eral employees and contractors and over 50 
Federal agencies in the National Capital Re-
gion are located adjacent to Metro stations. 
These Federal agencies rely on Metro to get 
their employees to and from the workplace 
year-round, in all types of weather. 

Unlike other transit systems throughout the 
country, however, the Washington Metropoli-
tan Area Transit Authority cannot generate 
revenues from the property adjacent to Metro 
stations because the property is disproportion-
ately occupied by Federal buildings, embas-
sies and non-profit organizations. This amend-
ment would make up for this discrepancy. 

In exchange for the reauthorization, the 
Davis-Van Hollen-Hoyer amendment would re-
quire Maryland, D.C. and Virginia—at long 
last—to develop dedicated funding sources for 
the Metro system. All three local jurisdictions 
have already taken steps to fulfill this Federal 
requirement—although the job is not yet done. 
Virginia’s efforts to establish a dedicated 
source of funding for Metro was recently 
struck down by the Virginia Supreme Court, 

forcing local legislators to go back to the draw-
ing board to develop a new mechanism to 
fund Metro. 

In addition, in order to address some of the 
significant management challenges facing 
Metro, the amendment would require the es-
tablishment of an independent inspector gen-
eral for the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority to oversee its spending and 
finances, and it would add four federal mem-
bers to WMATA’s Board of Directors to help 
ensure the transportation needs of the federal 
government are adequately addressed. 

The reauthorization of Federal funding, as 
well as the increased federal oversight of 
WMATA, must not face further delay. Earlier 
this year, the Washington Post reported that 
the Transit Authority is in dire need of addi-
tional financing—to the tune of $489 million— 
to address short-term capital improvement 
needs such as track replacement, rail car 
safety improvements, and repairs to deterio-
rating infrastructure. This needed funding for 
the agency’s capital budget is above and be-
yond the additional funding generated by Met-
ro’s recent fare increase, which goes to the 
agency’s operating budget. 

This federal funding will not be going toward 
expansions to the Metro system—the funding 
will be dedicated exclusively to overhauling 
the agency’s capital and infrastructure, which 
has not undergone a comprehensive overhaul 
since the system was created several decades 
ago. 

The House passed legislation similar to this 
amendment during the 109th Congress but we 
were unable to get it through the Senate be-
fore time ran out. 

I urge my colleagues to support this critical 
investment in the transportation infrastructure 
which supports our Federal Government. It is 
only a matter of time before the reports of po-
tential disasters in the transit system serving 
the Nation’s capital become reports of actual 
disasters involving collapsed platforms or de-
railed trains. We must not stand by and wait 
for that to happen before we take action. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. VAN HOLLEN), who is a cosponsor 
of this amendment with me and Mr. 
HOYER. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Let me begin by 
congratulating Chairman OBERSTAR 
and Ranking Member MICA and the 
Transportation Committee for all the 
work they have done in bringing this 
very important legislation to the floor, 
and to my colleague, Mr. DAVIS from 
Virginia, for his leadership on this 
issue of the WMATA system, the Wash-
ington Metro system. I am pleased to 
join with him and others in a bipar-
tisan basis from the Washington region 
to offer this amendment. 

I think we all know that the Federal 
Government relies very heavily on the 
Metro system to bring thousands and 
thousands of Federal employees to 
work each day at our national security 
agencies, at the Department of Health 
and Human Services, and other Federal 
agencies throughout this region that 
help provide essential services to the 
American people. It’s also a critical 
part of any evacuation plan in the 
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event of a national emergency that 
would require the evacuation of the 
Capitol. 

That’s one of the reasons the Federal 
Government has made large invest-
ments in the WMATA construction in 
the past and its maintenance, and that 
is why it’s important that we continue 
to have a Federal role. What the pur-
pose of this amendment is to protect 
that Federal amendment, because right 
now the Federal Government is at the 
whim of local jurisdictions as to 
whether or not they are going to make 
their payments into this system as 
part of a partnership. 

What this does is it says, yes, the 
Federal Government will provide, au-
thorizes up to $150 million a year in 
matching funds. Those funds may only 
be released when WMATA certifies and 
notifies the Department of Transpor-
tation that local jurisdictions have es-
tablished a reliable and dedicated 
source of funding to do their share of 
the funds in partnership here. 

It also increases accountability to 
protect that Federal investment by 
creating an inspector general to over-
see WMATA’s finances and adds four 
new federally appointed directors to 
WMATA. This is to protect the Federal 
investment that has been made and 
make sure the interests of the people 
in this area, consumers as well as the 
Federal interest, is protected. 

This has passed the House. I want to 
stress this. This Davis provision has 
passed the House in the past in 2006. We 
passed it. It’s been sitting over in the 
Senate. I just urge all our colleagues to 
come together in 2008 to do what we did 
in 2006 and adopt this important provi-
sion. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I seek 
time to speak in opposition to this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman from North Carolina is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
congratulate people on both sides of 
the aisle who have worked out a way to 
have Amtrak work. My family and I 
travel on Amtrak every chance we get, 
and I believe that we need an efficient, 
strong, train system in the United 
States. 

I want to especially commend Rank-
ing Member MICA and subcommittee 
Ranking Member SHUSTER for their 
work in pushing for private-sector ini-
tiatives. 

As a member of the Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee, it’s 
also been my pleasure to work with 
Ranking Member DAVIS on a variety of 
issues. I appreciate his passion for this 
issue, but I have to say that this 
amendment is eerily similar to a bill 
that came before that committee, H.R. 
401, the National Capital Transpor-
tation Amendments Act, which 
summed up the largest earmark in his-
tory and would direct $1.5 billion in 
new Federal spending towards the 
Washington Metropolitan Transit Au-
thority, or WMATA. 

When that bill came before the com-
mittee, I raised a number of concerns, 
including the fact that it was not re-
ferred to or considered by the Trans-
portation Committee. When I raised 
these concerns, I was concerned that 
the OGR committee had appropriate 
jurisdiction to consider the issue, 
which begs the question why it is now 
appropriate to consider this amend-
ment on a Transportation Committee 
bill. The fact that it’s here now, it 
seems, proves to me, that H.R. 401 
should not have been in Oversight but 
in Transportation. 

However, there are a variety of other 
concerns I have with this proposition. 
It’s true that WMATA has been 
plagued by reports of mismanagement 
that compromise the fiscal integrity of 
the system. Management is beholding 
to employee unions that have run 
amok with overtime pay and retire-
ment benefits, warping the system’s 
fiscal priorities. Providing another 
Federal line item for WMATA is the 
last thing we needed to spur reform of 
this mismanaged system. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit 
for the RECORD three pieces I believe 
articulate many of my concerns in this 
respect. 

[From the Examiner, Apr. 13, 2007] 
BLOATED PAYROLL BEHIND METRO’S 

BUDGETARY WOES 
WASHINGTON.—Now we know why the 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority alsways seems to be out of money. 

Examiner reporter Joe Rogalsky examined 
Metro payroll records (available online at 
www.examiner.com/wecan) and found that 
the transit agency paid out a staggering $70 
million in overtime last year. More than half 
of the top 200 hourly employees who racked 
up the most overtime in 2006 took home six- 
figure paychecks that equaled or exceeded 
the already generous salaries of Metro’s top 
managers. 

There’s something wrong when a bus driver 
makes more than an assistant general man-
ager, or a Metro police officer is paid more 
than the director of emergency management. 
This is especially true when Metro managers 
themselves are more than amply com-
pensated. According to the Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis, average per-capita income 
in the Washington region in 2005 was 
$49,530—the fourth-highest in the U.S. But 
the total pay for Many metro employees is 
three times that amount. 

General Manager John Catoe Jr. says he 
won’t ask for a fare increase this year. In-
stead, he plans to cut spending and eliminate 
100 positions in an attempt to make up a $116 
million budget shortfall. But if Metro is real-
ly stretched so thin that it had to spend an 
extra $70 million in overtime to keep the 
trains and buses running, Catoe should be 
hiring people, not downsizing. 

The answer to this apparent contradiction 
is that Metro’s bloated payroll has long been 
padded by politically sensitive management 
with no interest in keeping down costs for 
passengers or relieving the taxpayers who 
have been bailing them out for decades. Met-
ro’s latest bailout scheme is the controver-
sial $1.5 billion federal earmark that if 
adopted will also mean higher taxes for Dis-
trict, Virginia and Maryland residents. 

The scandal here is not just overtime 
abuses, however. Metro pensions are based 
on the three-highest earning years, so a 
unionized bus operator with an annual base 

salary of $50,000 and lots of overtime during 
those ‘‘High Three’’ years can easily end up 
with $80,000 in annual pension benefits. This 
is substantially more generous than even the 
old federal Civil Service Retirement System. 

Sooner or later, Metro will have to address 
its growing unfunded pension liability. Major 
management reforms are probably impos-
sible under the present union contract and 
political leadership, which means that high-
er taxes, more fare increases, deferred main-
tenance and diminished service are likely 
unavoidable. Catoe is paid $360,000—more 
than any area elected official—and his perks 
include a company car, so it will be tough for 
him to demand austerity from the union 
without practicing it himself. And Metro 
Board members—political creatures who 
should be looking out for taxpayers but 
don’t—need to learn some new pitches in-
stead of always begging for more tax dollars. 

Metro employees deserve good working 
conditions and competitive salaries, but they 
shouldn’t be allowed to take the rest of us to 
the cleaners. 

[From The Washington Times, May 5, 2008] 
TIME TO END METRO’S GRAVY TRAIN 

(By Tom Coburn) 
There are a lot of words to describe the 

D.C. Metrorail system, but ‘‘underfunded’’ is 
not one. Still, many local politicians are in-
censed that I oppose a proposal to give the 
Metro an additional $1.5 billion for infra-
structure improvements. Proponents of this 
plan argue that the answer to Metro’s prob-
lems is another huge influx of federal dol-
lars. 

I respectfully disagree. The biggest prob-
lem facing Metro may actually be too much 
federal funding. Like most rail systems 
around the country, Metro has grown accus-
tomed to the huge subsidies it gets every 
year from federal taxpayers. In the last five 
years alone, Metro was given over $1 bil-
lion—hardly a small amount. 

The difference between Metro and other 
municipal transit systems, however, is that 
other systems are both accountable to and 
better supported by their local users and 
governments. Keeping Metro on life support 
primarily through ever-increasing federal 
subsidies will only exacerbate the problems 
the system already faces and insulate Metro 
from meaningful, customer-centered reform. 

Metro riders themselves are all too famil-
iar with the system’s problems. When trains 
are late, riders are left standing on the plat-
form not knowing when, or if, it will ever 
come. Little effort is made to keep esca-
lators working. In 2005, there were typically 
more than 50 broken escalators on any given 
day. According to Metro, it would take sev-
eral months to fix an escalator, forcing peo-
ple to walk up huge flights of stairs instead 
while they were inoperable. 

Many efforts to improve the system have 
been a bust due to poor management. So- 
called refurbished trains break down more 
often than those that haven’t been updated. 
Lavish ‘‘culture change’’ management pro-
grams have done nothing to improve man-
agement while wasting nearly half a million 
dollars. Meanwhile, management has failed 
to manage spiraling overtime costs. By 2006, 
Metro was spending 14 percent of its entire 
payroll budget on overtime, costing it $91 
million that year. Although management 
must have known about the problem for 
years, it wasn’t addressed until the negative 
publicity became too much to ignore. 

The expectation of more federal dollars 
that aren’t connected to performance has 
caused the system to overextend itself. Con-
sider the $5 billion Dulles extension being 
sought by the state of Virginia. To keep the 
project alive, local politicians are forced to 
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claim on the one hand that there is abso-
lutely no money in the budget to fix the cur-
rent system. On the other hand, they have 
billions available to build a 23–mile exten-
sion to Dulles Airport that few think will 
have an impact on traffic congestion. Is it 
too much to ask local governments to fix the 
system they already have before asking for 
money for expansions? 

Federal taxpayers—including those from 
my home state of Oklahoma—have been ex-
tremely generous to the D.C. Metro. Most 
taxpayers will never get to set foot in a 
Metro car that they helped pay for. This is a 
helpful reminder considering the fact that 
the average Oklahoman, who earns $40,000 a 
year, subsidizes the Metro rides of federal 
workers in D.C. who earn $90,000 a year. 
Those federal workers who earn very good 
money make up nearly half of Metro’s riders. 
Asking them to pay a little more would 
hardly be unfair or burdensome. 

It also is not too much to ask supporters of 
this plan in Congress to propose spending off-
sets to pay for this additional $1.5 billion re-
quest. My office alone has identified $300 bil-
lion in annual waste, fraud and duplication 
in the federal budget. Any member of Con-
gress who can’t find a little fat in the federal 
budget is out of touch with the real-world 
budget choices families face every day. In 
the real world, Americans tighten their belts 
in tough times and spend less in some areas 
if they have to spend more in other areas. 
Dismissing an additional $1.5 billion for the 
Metro as a blip in the budget is precisely the 
mentality that has caused Congress to rack 
up a $600 billion annual deficit this year and 
a long-term debt of nearly $10 trillion. I 
make no apologies for opposing this reckless 
status quo culture of spending that puts the 
interests of career politicians ahead of the 
next generation. 

The real solution for Metro is to return to 
local control, even though that means more 
local funding and less federal funding. If 
more funding came from local sources, Metro 
officials would have no choice but to be more 
accountable to local governments that are 
elected by local citizens. As long as I’m in 
the Senate, the policy that says we have to 
pump more federal money into a system re-
gardless of performance and outcome is a 
train that will never leave the station. 

[From the Heritage Foundation, Oct. 16, 2007] 
WASHINGTON METRO NEEDS REFORM, NOT A 

FEDERAL BAILOUT 
(By Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D.) 

Both the House and Senate will soon have 
an opportunity to vote on legislation intro-
duced by Representative Tom Davis (R—VA) 
to divert $1.5 billion of federal revenues over 
10 years to provide additional subsidies to 
the deeply troubled Washington Metropoli-
tan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), which 
serves the nation’s capital and his congres-
sional district with buses and a metro rail 
system Titled the ‘‘National Capital Trans-
portation Amendments Act of 2007,’’ both the 
Senate version (S. 1446) and the House 
version (H.R. 401) have been reported out of 
committee and now await action on the 
floor. These proposed subsidies, and the tax 
increases needed to fund them, would be in 
addition to the other subsidies and tax in-
creases being sought to extend WMATA’s 
metro rail service to Dulles Airport. 

Defined as an earmark because of its loca-
tion-specific applicability and the distribu-
tion of benefits to a small number of people 
in a limited number of communities, this 
massive earmark would be one of the largest 
ever passed—larger than even Alaska’s infa-
mous ‘‘Bridge to Nowhere,’’ which Congress 
and the state of Alaska have since canceled. 
Congress should reject the bailout approach 

and instead link the continuation of existing 
federal subsidies to management and labor 
reforms at WMATA. 

Overstepping Federal Bounds. As bad as 
this legislation may be from a federal budget 
perspective, the Davis bailout also promotes 
tax-and-spend policies at the state and local 
levels. Section 18 (d)(1)(A) requires jurisdic-
tions in Metro’s service area to raise local 
matching funds through a ‘‘dedicated fund-
ing source’’ in order to receive the federal 
funds This, of course, implies the imposition 
of a dedicated tax. This 10-year, $1.5 billion 
commitment would be on top of the $671 mil-
lion the Local communities already provide 
WMATA each year. 

Seduced by the federal largesse, legislators 
in Virginia recently enacted a controversial 
transportation law (HB 3202) that empowered 
a transportation taxing authority for Vir-
ginia’s Washington suburbs. The authority’s 
unelected board would be allowed to impose 
theses taxes, and would guarantee that the 
first $50 million in taxes raised by the au-
thority each year would go to WMATA, de-
spite the fact that only a small number of 
people in the region use the system. Widely 
unpopular among voters, the Virginia legis-
lation is now the subject of court challenges 
based on its constitutionality, and some ana-
lysts believe that voters’ adverse reaction 
may lead to a change in party control of the 
Virginia legislature. 

Rewarding Poor Performance. Mr. Davis 
justifies the earmark on the grounds that 
‘‘Metro, the public transit system of the 
Washington metropolitan area, is essential 
for the continued and effective performance 
of the functions of the Federal Government, 
and for the orderly movement of people dur-
ing major events and times of regional and 
national emergency.’’ 

But Metro provides no such service. Unreli-
able and poorly run, the system is subject to 
frequent shutdowns and service interrup-
tions due to equipment failure, bad weather, 
suicides, driver error, and passenger medical 
emergencies. During one recent setback, a 
Metro spokeswoman noted that ‘‘Because 
nearly half of Metro’s daily commuters are 
federal government employees . . . delays 
could be less severe if large numbers of them 
take advantage of the unscheduled leave op-
tion and stay home.’’ So much for it being 
‘‘essential for . . . the Federal Government.’’ 
Perhaps as a result of its low quality service, 
WMATA ridership has been stagnant over 
the past few years, declining from 2004 to 
2005, but rising to slightly above the 2004 vol-
ume in 2006. 

Despite decades of lavish subsidies from 
state, local, and federal authorities, WMATA 
is plagued by serious problems, chief among 
them being a legacy of mismanagement and 
high-cost operations. As a consequence of its 
many operating inefficiencies, the system is 
broke and has no funds to add to capacity, 
replace unreliable rolling stock, or make 
other necessary repairs and improvements. 
Although it has raised fares twice in the last 
few years, the modest increases were well 
below the cost increases incurred by local 
motorists due to soaring gasoline prices. A 
proposal by its director to increase them 
again was not supported by its board. 

WMATA has avoided opportunities to save 
money and improve service through competi-
tive contracting, due in part to manage-
ment’s unwillingness to confront opposition 
from its unionized workforce. The commu-
nities it serves do not share WMATA’s fear 
of contracting. Private contractors operate 
virtually all of the newer public transit serv-
ices in the Washington, D.C., area, the 
WMATA alternative is simply too expensive 
and unreliable. 

Another troubling aspect of this legisla-
tion is the regressive nature of the spending 

policies it promotes. Notwithstanding the 
bill’s contention that subsidizing the daily 
commute of civil servants is an essential na-
tional need, Washington-area workers are 
among the best paid in the nation. Whereas 
the median household income nationwide 
was $58,526 in 2006, it was $119,812 in Fairfax 
County, VA—the most populous pan of Mr. 
Davis’ congressional district. Also, the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census reports that only 9.4 
percent of Fairfax County residents and only 
4.2 percent of Prince William County resi-
dents use WMATA services or another form 
of transit to get to work. 

Conclusion. This bill would do little more 
than reward poor performance with an un-
precedented taxpayer bailout. Congress 
should force fundamental market-based re-
forms on Metro by linking the continuation 
of the system’s existing federal subsidies to 
reductions in operating costs, improvements 
in service, and an aggressive program of 
competitive contracting similar to the suc-
cessful reforms implemented elsewhere in 
several of the major metropolitan areas of 
Europe. 

The other question I raised during 
committee consideration of H.R. 401 is 
why should Washington, D.C. step to 
the front of the line to receive special 
subsidies paid for by taxpayers 
throughout the country, many of whom 
will never step foot on a Washington 
Metro train or bus. I have heard that 
due to the high number of Federal em-
ployees in the area, we are somehow 
obliged to subsidize their commute in 
this way. 

However, this point fails to recognize 
that the Federal Government already 
subsidizes Federal employees’ com-
mutes through the issuance of Metro 
checks, which many Capitol Hill staff-
ers receive. These subsidies come on 
top of those provided through a variety 
of preexisting, generous Federal grant 
programs. This system of allocating 
Federal transit funding is considerably 
more equitable and fair than creating a 
special line item for a particular met-
ropolitan area. 

I am quite confident that my con-
stituents in Winston-Salem or else-
where throughout my district would 
certainly appreciate their own Federal 
transit line item. We also heard that 
Washington, D.C. needs this especially 
targeted Federal line item more than 
other regions or cities, including New 
York City, which are not included in 
this amendment, because of security 
threats to the city. 

However, even if security threats 
help justify the need for more Federal 
assistance to Washington, D.C., then 
the efforts invested in this approach 
should be focused on establishing an 
equitable system that allocates fund-
ing fairly among cities with varying 
degrees of security threats. 

It is for these reasons and many more 
that I recommend rejecting this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I recognize the distinguished ma-
jority leader, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), for 1 minute. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) for yielding. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:34 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A11JN7.022 H11JNPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5253 June 11, 2008 
I note that my good friend, FRANK 

WOLF, is on the floor as well. I don’t 
know that there is any Member of this 
body with whom I have worked more 
closely on an objective than FRANK 
WOLF and I worked, particularly during 
the 1980s and early 1990s on this Amer-
ica’s subway. I am glad that he is on 
the floor, and I thank Mr. DAVIS for his 
leadership and Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
MORAN. We have all worked very hard 
on that. Mr. OBERSTAR, we thank you 
as well for your assistance. 

Bill Lehman was from Florida. Bill 
Lehman was chairman of the Transpor-
tation Subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee, and Bill Lehman 
used to call this America’s subway. 

I tell the gentlelady from North 
Carolina, I don’t know whether she has 
left, and I appreciate her remarks, but 
it is America’s subway. It’s in the Na-
tion’s Capital, yet 18 million to 22 mil-
lion Americans from outside this re-
gion ride it as they visit their Nation’s 
Capital. 

The employees who come into this 
city work for our Nation, not for the 
State of Virginia and the State of 
Maryland or even for the District of 
Columbia but for our Nation and all of 
our taxpayers. 

That’s why it’s America’s subway, 
and that’s why we invested signifi-
cantly in its construction. That’s why 
it is necessary and appropriate for us 
to invest in its maintenance and con-
tinuing quality. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation. I have a state-
ment that I will put in the RECORD 
without going through all of the spe-
cifics that have been discussed. 

I want to say also to the gentlelady, 
yes, this is an amendment, but, unlike 
most amendments, this amendment 
has already gotten the imprimatur of 
the overwhelming numbers in this 
House and passed on suspension when 
Mr. DAVIS offered it, when the now mi-
nority, but the then Republican major-
ity, was in charge of the Congress, with 
Democrats strongly supporting Mr. 
DAVIS’ bill. 

I think Democrats will strongly sup-
port Mr. DAVIS’ bill. I would hope Re-
publicans would strongly support Mr. 
DAVIS’ bill to accommodate their tax-
payers, their workers and their Na-
tion’s Capital. 

I want to again thank Mr. DAVIS for 
his leadership on this issue. I want to 
thank Mr. WOLF for his partnership for 
me for now into our third decade of 
working on this issue. 

We can be proud of this Metro sys-
tem. It is one of the best in the world, 
not just in our country. Every Amer-
ican can be proud of their subway. 

I urge very strong support across the 
aisle. This is not a partisan issue. As I 
say, Mr. WOLF and I worked in lockstep 
for over a decade in ensuring that this 
subway was completed. Mr. MORAN 
joined us some time later, and that was 
working at the local level as the mayor 
of his city. Mr. DAVIS, as county execu-
tive of his county, we worked together. 

I want to also thank the ranking mem-
ber very much for his leadership and 
his facilitating this amendment com-
ing forward on the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
Davis-Van Hollen-Hoyer amendment to the 
Amtrak reauthorization. This critical amend-
ment will help ensure that the ‘‘Nation’s sub-
way’’ continues to operate in a safe, reliable 
and effective manner. 

The Washington Metro Area Transit Author-
ity—which was established in 1967—has been 
faced with a severely aging infrastructure. In 
recent years, it has led to widespread mainte-
nance problems, increased delays, and threats 
to passenger safety. 

In fact, Metro officials recently estimated 
that the system needs approximately $489 mil-
lion in urgent and outstanding infrastructure 
repair work. 

This amendment—which is based on legis-
lation which overwhelmingly passed the House 
of Representatives in the last Congress— 
would authorize $1.5 billion in Federal funding 
for capital repairs and maintenance in the 
Metro System. This funding would be collec-
tively matched by dedicated funds from Mary-
land, DC, and Virginia. 

I have heard some of my colleagues ques-
tion the appropriateness of a Federal invest-
ment in this system. In my view, this perspec-
tive is shortsighted and does not take into 
consideration the Federal Government’s long 
history in the development of and reliance 
upon the Metro. 

In 1960, the Congress passed and Presi-
dent Eisenhower signed into law the legisla-
tion to provide for the development of a re-
gional rail system for the Nation’s Capital. 
Congress has since passed Metro authoriza-
tion bills in 1965, 1969, 1979, and 1990. The 
Federal Government provided $6.2 billion of 
the approximately $10 billion needed to con-
struct the original 103-mile system. 

Metro is critical to the Federal Government’s 
evacuation plans of the Nation’s Capital and 
we experienced Metro’s essential role during 
the city’s evacuation on September 11th, 
2001. 

Nearly half of Metro’s riders during peak rid-
ership are Federal employees and more than 
50 Federal agencies are located adjacent to 
Metro stations. 

Millions of tourists from across the country 
visit our Nation’s Capital each year and many 
of these visitors use the Metro system to tra-
verse the city while visiting our Nation’s muse-
ums, monuments and historic landmarks. 

Clearly, the Federal Government and the 
American people depend on Metro and there 
is a clear Federal interest in ensuring that the 
system is able to operate efficiently and effec-
tively. 

Unfortunately, just this week we were re-
minded of Metro’s importance and its deterio-
rating infrastructure when an orange line train 
derailed in Northern Virginia. This mishap, 
where thankfully no one was injured, delayed 
the evening commute for many Federal em-
ployees and reinforced the need for this legis-
lation. 

Mr. Chairman, we must act now to preserve 
this critical national asset and ensure that the 
Nation’s capital continues to have a safe, reli-
able, and effective transit system for the Fed-
eral workforce and its visitors. I urge my col-
leagues to join with me in voting for this im-
portant amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 45 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I thank my 
friend and colleague. 

Mr. Chairman, the rail system that 
this amendment funds serves the cap-
ital of the free world. Yet, along with 
Los Angeles, we have the very worst 
congestion in the country. 

In fact, when you look at lost produc-
tivity, it is the most expensive loss of 
productivity, congestion in the country 
and those who are wasting so much of 
their time in traffic are our govern-
ment workers. The reason for this defi-
ciency is that we are the only public 
transit system that doesn’t have a 
dedicated source of revenue. 

Now, what we are suggesting here, 
when gas is at $4 a gallon, when it costs 
over $60 to fill up your tank, we have 
got to have more public transit 
throughout the country. But shouldn’t 
we lead the way? Shouldn’t we show by 
example that at least the Washington 
metropolitan area has a decent transit 
system? 

That’s what Mr. DAVIS’s amendment 
does. It does what should have been 
done years ago. It creates a dedicated 
source of funding for Washington’s 
transit system. 

I very strongly support Mr. DAVIS’s 
amendment, and I thank all of my 
friends and colleagues who have con-
tributed to it. It belongs on the Am-
trak bill. It’s all about finding more in-
telligent, more efficient ways of trans-
portation. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 45 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia for his leader-
ship. I am going to miss him and every-
one is going to miss him as he leaves 
the body. 

I would shudder to think how the Na-
tion’s Capital would function without 
Metro. Visitors from all over the coun-
try, as the other Members have said, 
and all over the world use this system 
when visiting the Nation’s Capital. 

Metro’s highest ridership days have 
come when national events were taking 
place, Presidential inaugurations, holi-
day celebrations, 4th of July and such 
as the recent visit of the Pope. 

b 1245 
Lastly, this system is vital to the 

emergency needs of the Nation. During 
the terrorist attacks of 9/11, when the 
Pentagon was hit, this city was immo-
bilized and you could not get in and 
you could not get out. Metro was the 
reliable source, the reliable way to en-
sure that thousands were able to safely 
and quickly evacuate the city. This is, 
as the majority leader said, America’s 
system. 

I thank Mr. DAVIS again, and God 
bless him on his service. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by my Virginia colleague 
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and long-time advocate for the transportation 
needs of the Washington metropolitan area. 

This House and this region are going to 
miss TOM DAVIS. He has worked tirelessly to 
provide the needed support and oversight of 
the Washington Metro system to ensure that it 
serves not only the residents and commuters 
of Virginia, Maryland, and the District of Co-
lumbia, but the millions of visitors to the Cap-
ital City. 

I have been pleased to work with Congress-
man DAVIS as well as Congressman HOYER 
and others in the Washington metropolitan 
area congressional delegation to spur Con-
gress as Metro’s partner, providing the Fed-
eral investment to operate the system. 

Every Congress and every administration 
since 1960 when President Eisenhower signed 
the National Capital Transportation Act cre-
ating the agency to develop a rapid rail sys-
tem in the Nation’s capital has recognized the 
Washington Metro system as America’s sub-
way. 

I shudder to think how the Nation’s capital 
would function without Metro. Visitors from all 
over the country and indeed the world use the 
system daily when visiting our nation’s capital. 
Metro’s highest ridership days have come 
when national events were taking place here, 
attended by thousands of citizens from across 
the country—presidential inaugurations, holi-
day celebrations, and events such as the 
Pope’s recent visit. 

The Metro system also supports the Federal 
workforce. Federal employees rely on Metro to 
commute back and forth to work and home 
every day, and also between Federal offices 
during the day. During peak times, over half of 
Metro’s riders are Federal employees and 
contractors. 

Finally, this system is vital to the emergency 
needs of the region. During the terrorist at-
tacks of 9/11, Metro was the reliable way to 
ensure that thousands of people were able to 
safely and quickly evacuate the city. 

Now today, with gas prices soaring, Metro 
serves as the mass transit option for growing 
numbers of commuters. 

It was a 16-year effort after President Eisen-
hower signed the planning legislation which 
culminated in Metrorail’s opening day in 1976 
with five stations operating 4.2 miles on the 
Red Line. Some 12 years later in 1988, Metro-
rail carried its one-billionth rider. In 2001, 
Metro opened the five-station, 6.5-mile seg-
ment to Branch Ave, completing the 103-mile, 
83 station Metrorail system. 

With Metro’s growing use and importance in 
providing mobility for thousands of riders every 
day, it is critical that this Congress makes sure 
that capital improvements and preventive 
maintenance are provided to ensure the sys-
tem’s continued operation. 

With the federal investment, however, 
comes the expectation that Metro be account-
able for the taxpayer funds which it uses. This 
amendment is important to that effort and I 
urge adoption of Congressman DAVIS’s 
amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, let me just say this legislation 
has passed the House freestanding be-

fore. This establishes an independent 
inspector general’s office for WMATA 
and puts Federal representation on the 
WMATA board for the first time in his-
tory, along with local representation, 
and it requires dedicated local 
matches, something the current legis-
lation doesn’t do. 

We have one choice, we can make 
Metro safer or put it at greater risk, 
and the choice is ours, and I urge adop-
tion of the amendment. 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority was created by an act of Congress— 
Public Law 89–744—in 1966. Since that time, 
Congress has authorized billions of dollars for 
WMATA on several occasions, including reau-
thorizations in 1969, 1979 and 1990. 

All of these reauthorizations, including the 
one we are considering here today, have been 
based on the congressional finding from the 
National Capital Transportation Act of 1960, 
signed into law by President Eisenhower as 
Public Law 86–669, that an ‘‘improved trans-
portation system for the National Capital re-
gion is essential for the continued and effec-
tive performance of the functions of the Gov-
ernment of the United States.’’ 

To call into question the ethics of Members 
who support the reauthorization of Federal 
funding for an agency created by Congress 
more than four decades ago illustrates the ab-
surdity of the majority’s newly instated rule on 
congressional earmarks. It also highlights an 
overzealousness by Members on our side of 
the aisle who are keen on doing whatever it 
takes to derail important legislation. 

This amendment is not an earmark in viola-
tion of clause 9 of House Rule XXI and does 
not require disclosure under clause 17 of the 
Code of Official Conduct, just like Chairman 
OBERSTAR’s H.R. 6003, the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act of 2008, which 
reauthorizes Federal funding for Amtrak, is not 
an earmark in violation of the rules. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment offered by 
my metropolitan Washington colleagues, the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS), the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN), and 
the Majority Leader (Mr. HOYER). 

This amendment authorizes the Secretary to 
make grants to the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority (‘‘WMATA’’) to finance 
capital and preventive maintenance projects 
included in the agency’s Capital Improvement 
Program. 

The amendment will also require that all 
local payments for the cost of operating and 
maintaining the area’s regional rail system— 
known as the ‘‘Metro’’—be made from dedi-
cated funding sources. 

This is especially important in light of the 
fact that WMATA is currently the only transit 
system of its size that does not have a fully 
dedicated source of State or local funding. 

The WMATA transit system is one of the 
busiest in the entire country, providing over 
415 million passenger trips each year. Each 
day, more than 800,000 people ride Metro 
trains, and over 150,000 ride Metro buses. 

Only the New York, Chicago, and Los Ange-
les transit systems produce more yearly transit 
passenger trips than WMATA in Washington, 
DC. 

Further, the Federal workforce relies heavily 
on the reliable and efficient service that the 
WMATA system provides. More than 165,000 

Federal employees, or one-third of Federal 
employees in the region, are currently enrolled 
in the transit benefits program with WMATA. 

According to a study by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation, the service that 
WMATA provides to our Federal employees 
helps keep an additional 15,500 automobiles 
off the roads in the National Capital region, 
and saves those commuters over 8.2 million 
gallons of gas each year. 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority is an important part of our Nation’s 
strategy to provide commuters efficient and re-
liable transit options, thereby allowing them to 
reduce their transportation-related emissions, 
energy consumption, and reliance on foreign 
oil. 

Regarding the specific language of this 
amendment, it is important to note that these 
new grants will be subject to the same labor, 
environmental, Buy America procurement, di-
versity contracting, and other requirements ap-
plicable to all transit projects funded under 
Chapter 53 of Title 49, United States Code. If 
this amendment is adopted, in conference on 
H.R. 6003, 1 would like to further clarify the 
specific terms of Chapter 53 which may be in-
consistent with the purposes of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting the amendment. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, the Washington D.C. Metro system 
is the fourth busiest transit system in the na-
tion. The system provides transportation to the 
federal employees who work here everyday 
and the millions of visitors that visit the city 
each year. 

This amendment will require a dedicated 
funding source provided by the local govern-
ments that are served by the Metro. Some-
thing for which the Metro has been without for 
far too long. 

It also creates an office of Inspector General 
to help provide oversight of the system. 

This legislation also ensures that rail cus-
tomers will have access to a broad range of 
wireless providers in case of an emergency 
and will provide additional dollars to the Tran-
sit Authority. 

The Metro system that serves this country’s 
capital is a national asset and I hope that both 
the local and federal government will continue 
to show full support for the system. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
DAVIS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF 

WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 
order to consider amendment No. 3 
printed in House Report 110–703. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. I have an approved 
amendment by the rule to offer. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. SMITH of 
Washington: 

In title IV, add at the end the following 
new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
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SEC. 402. ROUTING EFFICIENCY DISCUSSIONS 

WITH AMTRAK. 
Amtrak shall engage in good faith discus-

sions, with commuter rail entities and re-
gional and State public transportation au-
thorities operating on the same trackage 
owned by a rail carrier as Amtrak, with re-
spect to the routing and timing of trains to 
most efficiently move a maximal number of 
commuter, intercity, and regional rail pas-
sengers, particularly during the peak times 
of commuter usage at the morning and 
evening hours marking the start and end of 
a typical work day, and with respect to the 
expansion and enhancement of commuter 
rail and regional rail public transportation 
service. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1253, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. SMITH) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

My amendment is very simple and 
straightforward. It encourages collabo-
ration between Amtrak and local and 
regional commuter rail agencies on 
train schedules and routing in shared 
corridors. There are competing needs 
for some of these uses, and cooperation 
between Amtrak and others is criti-
cally important to take most advan-
tage of our rail corridors. 

Across the Nation there are multiple 
commuter rail transit agencies that 
run on the same rails as Amtrak. Many 
of these public transportation services 
have made substantial investments in 
the tracks and signal capacity on a rail 
corridor to enhance commuter rail 
service. 

Currently, Amtrak has first right to 
schedule their services, which can 
often result in delays to commuter rail 
passengers and have negative impacts 
on the on-time performance of the 
commuter rails. Amtrak must work 
with commuter rail in a collaborative 
manner and in coordination with the 
host railroad to best facilitate an effi-
cient flow of intercity Amtrak com-
muter rail passengers. 

In the Puget Sound region in par-
ticular, Sound Transit has worked 
closely with BNSF and made a tremen-
dous investment in the rail corridor 
throughout the Puget Sound region, in-
vesting more than $1 billion of public 
funding in the freight corridor between 
Tacoma and Everett, Washington. 
These investments represent a high 
price that has been paid by the region 
to ensure that commuter rail did not 
impact the freight rail operations that 
drive our region’s economy. These in-
vestments benefit light rail, Amtrak, 
and of course Sound Transit’s com-
muter rail passengers, as well as our 
freight rail. 

This amendment does not change 
Amtrak’s priority in setting these, it 
merely asks that they work coopera-
tively with the other parties that are 
interested in using these rail systems 
to maximize their capacity. There are 
a number of folks who want to make 

investments in improving those rail 
systems, and if Amtrak works coopera-
tively with them, those investments 
will work out better for all concerned. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

claim the time in opposition, although 
I do not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. I just want to say 

that the gentleman from Washington 
has a commonsense amendment. I 
think encouraging collaboration be-
tween Amtrak and commuter rail sys-
tems is a positive thing. I urge all 
Members to accept and support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the balance of my 
time to the chairman of the com-
mittee, Mr. OBERSTAR. 

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman. Commuter rail certainly is 
one of the fastest growing modes of 
transportation in the public sector. We 
had over 461 million trips by commuter 
rail last year, and that is a 5.5 percent 
increase over the previous year. 

The amendment offered by gen-
tleman directs Amtrak to engage in 
good-faith negotiations with commuter 
rail entities and public transportation 
authorities to move more efficiently 
the maximum number of intercity rail 
passengers, especially during peak 
commuter hours. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
said, it is a good, commonsense amend-
ment, and I urge support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. SMITH). 

Commuter rail is one of the fastest growing 
modes of public transportation in this country. 
In 2007, Americans took 461 million trips by 
commuter rail, a 5.5 percent increase over 
2006. As a result, many commuter rail opera-
tors are seeking to expand their services while 
contending with other rail traffic. 

In response to these challenges, this 
amendment directs Amtrak to engage in good- 
faith discussions with commuter rail entities 
and public transportation authorities operating 
on the same track to efficiently move the max-
imum number of commuter, intercity, and re-
gional rail passengers, especially during peak 
commuter hours. It also directs Amtrak to work 
with these parties toward the expansion and 
enhancement of commuter rail and regional 
public transportation service. 

This amendment helps ensure that Amtrak 
is doing everything it can to not only maximize 
the efficiency of its operations but also ensure 
the maximum growth possible for other rail 
services. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time just to close. 

I thank Chairman OBERSTAR and the 
ranking member on this committee for 
their work on this bill and their co-
operation in my efforts with this 
amendment. I call for passage of the 
amendment. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, we would encourage Amtrak to 
work closely with all the states they operate in 
to ensure that they are operating in conjunc-
tion with local commuter systems. 

This is one more example of the need for 
additional rail capacity and the affect this lack 
of additional infrastructure can have on a 
state. 

As more and more states turn to commuter 
rail service to move their citizens, it will be im-
perative that passenger, commuter, and freight 
rail work together to best utilize limited rail re-
sources. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 4 
printed in House Report 110–703. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. SESSIONS: 
In title I, add at the end the following new 

section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 105. LIMITATION. 

None of the operating funds authorized in 
this Act may be used by Amtrak for the long 
distance route that has the highest cost per 
seat/mile ratio according to the March 2008 
Amtrak monthly performance report, unless 
the Secretary has transmitted a waiver for 
this route or a portion of the route because 
the Secretary considers it to be critical to 
homeland security. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1253, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is simple, straightforward, 
and fiscally responsible. It would pre-
vent any taxpayer funds from being 
wasted on operating Amtrak’s worst- 
performing long-distance route. 

Under this amendment, which is sup-
ported by Citizens Against Government 
Waste, Americans for Tax Reform and 
the National Taxpayers’ Union, the de-
termination about what constitutes 
Amtrak’s most wasteful route will not 
be a political one made by Congress, it 
will instead be determined by Amtrak’s 
own most recent monthly report, and 
it will not take effect if the Secretary 
of Transportation determines that the 
line is critical to homeland security. 
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Amtrak’s most recent performance 

report produced in March 2008 lists the 
Sunset Limited as Amtrak’s worst per-
forming long-distance route. And for 
the few lucky people who actually buy 
a ticket on this route, this journey 
constitutes a 48-hour ordeal from New 
Orleans, Louisiana, to Los Angeles, 
California. 

Amtrak’s report indicates that this 
route had an astonishing loss of 26.3 
cents per seat mile, which is 
unsurprising given the length of the 
trip coupled with the lowest ridership 
of all of Amtrak’s long-distance lines. 

Right before I came to the House 
floor today, I went to Amtrak’s 
Website and looked up how much a 
round-trip ticket on this line would be. 
The answer: an astonishing $522. For 
the purpose of comparison, a bus ticket 
for a similar trip leaving on and re-
turning the exact same days, it would 
cost only $366, and riding the bus would 
take 19 fewer hours to complete the 
trip. 

Back in 1997, Congress passed the 
Amtrak Reform and Accountability 
Act which required that Amtrak oper-
ate without any Federal operating as-
sistance after 2002. 

Despite this decade-old, common-
sense requirement that Amtrak cease 
their fiscal irresponsibility and mis-
management, without my amendment, 
today’s bill would continue to waste 
taxpayer money by forcing American 
families to subsidize Amtrak’s worst 
line. 

Amtrak’s net loss in 2007 was over 
$1.12 billion, an increase of 5 percent 
over last year. In March of 2008 alone, 
Amtrak’s net loss was $96 million. 
These awful performance figures prove 
that the time has come to restore com-
monsense fiscal responsibility at Am-
trak, and that the time has come to at 
least take a small step in helping tax-
payers’ hard-earned money not to be 
used on long, expensive routes with low 
ridership. 

This amendment simply seeks to pre-
vent further good taxpayer dollars 
from being thrown after bad by lim-
iting the cost of Amtrak’s number one 
least-profitable route. And if Members 
cannot support this simple, security- 
conscious amendment on behalf of fis-
cal discipline, I don’t know if there is 
anything else that we can do to help 
not only this Congress be responsible, 
but also to be in support of American 
taxpayers. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
support this commonsense amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. We had a thought-
ful, constructive discussion about the 
gentleman’s proposal in the Rules 
Committee on Monday, and the gen-
tleman is very sincere and very gen-
uine in his proposal. However, we have 

a number of provisions in this bill to 
improve Amtrak’s operations, to re-
form the way Amtrak conducts its 
business, to get at the lowest-per-
forming routes. 

We specifically direct the Amtrak 
board of directors to implement a mod-
ern financial accounting system to 
save money, improve operations, and 
increase revenue. 

In section 204, we direct Amtrak to 
report on projected revenues, expendi-
tures and ridership over a 5-year period 
to promote improved financial sta-
bility and how best to allocate the re-
sources we provide to Amtrak. We di-
rect Amtrak to work with the States 
to institute a nationwide methodology 
for allocating, operating and capital 
costs, to standardize financial support 
of Amtrak to the States and the Fed-
eral Government to ensure each is con-
tributing their appropriate and fair 
amount, and to address specifically the 
performance of poorly performing 
routes, and they may be different from 
the one that the gentleman has in 
mind at this particular moment. 

We further direct the inspector gen-
eral of DOT to evaluate performance, 
service quality of the five worst per-
forming Amtrak routes and rec-
ommend a process for DOT to consider 
proposals by Amtrak and other opera-
tors to provide service both on under- 
performing Amtrak routes and routes 
not served by Amtrak. 

So the gentleman is proposing that 
Congress make a preemptive strike and 
direct dropping a route when we have 
in place with the enactment of this leg-
islation a process by which we are 
going to improve these processes. It 
would be better to look and reexamine 
at the end of that process rather than 
at the beginning and prejudge the out-
come of these sincere efforts that we 
are making to improve all of Amtrak’s 
operations. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

preciate the gentleman. This is a pre-
emptive strike to get the correct meas-
ure done so we are not arguing 10 years 
from now what should have been done 
10 years before. 

I now yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
DAVIS) in support of this amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. First of all, 
let me say to the authors of this legis-
lation, I appreciate the coalition that 
they put together and I support the un-
derlying bill, but I think this amend-
ment makes a couple of good points. 

Number one, on this particular route, 
you can take a bus and it gets you 
there faster and cheaper than taking 
Amtrak. Secondly, you can take a 
plane and it gets you there faster and 
cheaper than what you can do with 
Amtrak. And by the way, they operate 
without a Federal subsidy, both the 
bus system and the plane system in 
this particular case. 

The third thing I note, the gentleman 
has added a provision to his amend-
ment which I think is very important, 

that the Secretary can transmit a 
waiver of this route or a portion of this 
route if the Secretary considers it to be 
critical to homeland security. 

So nobody is trying to take away 
routes that we may need to use in a 
critical situation, and we give the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security the ulti-
mate yes or no on this. But what is im-
portant about this is this route is the 
most heavily subsidized in the system. 
It is not utilized that much. 

b 1300 

And if we can’t make some statement 
here and give Members some oppor-
tunity, I think, to voice their concerns 
about oversubsidization on certain 
routes, I don’t know what we’re doing 
here. 

There are other provisions, I might 
add, in this bill that address shorter 
routes like this that Amtrak will be 
able to look at and take care of those 
routes. But I think it allows Members 
who are concerned to have their vote. I 
appreciate the gentleman bringing it 
up. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, we 
have now heard Chairman DAVIS talk 
about the articulation. We believe that 
something should be done imme-
diately; that this is about the worst 
performing route that has existed for 
year after year after year. 

And while I have great respect and 
appreciation, not only for the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SHUSTER) to work towards this, we 
believe it’s time for action. We believe 
that the worst performing route, one 
which not only underperforms from the 
number of passengers, but also costs 
taxpayers a lot of money, that we, as 
Members of Congress, should have a 
say about this. 

I will ask all Members to support this 
vote when it comes on the floor in this 
amendment. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I will yield the bal-

ance of our time to the gentlewoman 
from Florida, but I wish I had known 
about the opposition of the gentleman 
from Virginia before he offered his 
amendment. I might have had a dif-
ferent view about his amendment and 
his seeking special consideration for 
WMATA. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. I 
encourage my colleagues to reject this 
sham amendment. Prohibiting funds 
for one route will have negative effects 
on the entire system, and it’s already 
addressed in this legislation in a way 
that won’t harm Amtrak and the serv-
ices it provides. 

Opponents of passenger rail have re-
peatedly tried to siphon off the growth 
of our Nation’s rail system by cutting 
funds, zeroing out the budget, and now 
cutting out the only transcontinental 
passenger route; all while in the same 
time the opponents have the gall to 
ask for a better profit model. 

Let me tell you, I’ve got some break-
ing news for you. There is something 
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more important than profit. Amtrak 
was the first responder during Hurri-
cane Katrina and used the Sunset Lim-
ited line, which is being restored in 
this legislation, to help evacuate thou-
sands of gulf coast region residents 
while President Bush and his adminis-
tration was nowhere to be found. Now, 
that is a part of every key State future 
evacuation plan. 

This amendment will have a negative 
effect on major States, eight—Cali-
fornia, Arizona, New Mexico, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Florida 
and Texas, Texas, Texas. 

The Sessions amendment will do the 
exact opposite of what we’re trying to 
accomplish with this legislation, which 
is to expand passenger rail service, re-
duce congestion and improve our en-
ergy independence. 

Passenger rail’s ability to reduce 
congestion is well known, with rider-
ship numbers increasing steadily each 
year. One full passenger train can take 
250 to 350 cars off the road. Passenger 
rail also consumes less energy than 
both automobiles and commercial air-
lines. 

I would encourage any Member who 
don’t want to explain to their constitu-
ents why they no longer have access to 
Amtrak service, to vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MRS. MCCARTHY 

OF NEW YORK 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 5 
printed in House Report 110–703. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. I have 
an amendment at the desk made in 
order under the rule. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York: 

In section 304(a), in the proposed section 
24910(b)— 

(1) strike ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 
(11); 

(2) strike the period at the end of para-
graph (12) and insert ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) after paragraph (12), add the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(13) the development and use of train horn 
technology, including, but not limited to, 
broadband horns, with an emphasis on reduc-
ing train horn noise and its effect on commu-
nities. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1253, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. I 
would like to thank Chairman OBER-
STAR, Ranking Member MICA, Chair-
woman BROWN and Ranking Member 
SHUSTER for their work on this bill. 

My district is located in a densely 
populated area on Long Island, New 
York. We are fortunate to have the 
comfort and convenience of rail trans-
portation to New York City and around 
Long Island by the Long Island Rail-
road. 

The Long Island Railroad moves safe-
ly through the Fourth Congressional 
District with the use of horns at train 
crossings. Although train horns are 
necessary to ensure the safety at rail-
road crossings, the noise can signifi-
cantly affect families and communities 
surrounding these railroad crossings. 

While we can still all agree that train 
horns are necessary to ensure the safe-
ty of residents at railroad stations and 
crossings, the sounding of train horns 
day and night seriously impacts the 
quality of life of many in my commu-
nities in Long Island. 

I support the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration and its primary goal of 
ensuring the safety of railroads and 
trains across the country and in the 
Fourth Congressional District in New 
York. I do not, and will not support 
any measure that will reduce the safe-
ty of railroads and trains moving 
through our communities. 

With that in mind, I also understand 
the effect that locomotive horn noise 
has on the quality of life of my con-
stituents. Over the years, I have been 
contacted by constituents who have 
complained that the volume of the 
train noise is so severe that many of 
them lose their sleep, even with 
earplugs. 

Trains on Long Island can run lit-
erally around the clock. Residents 
complain of several minutes of con-
stant horn noise as the train travels 
through many of my communities such 
as Valley Stream, East Rockaway and 
Cedarhurst, Long Island. 

When trains are nearby, the volume 
is so high that people are forced to stop 
their conversations, and teachers at 
nearby schools are forced to stop 
teaching their students. 

Rail traffic through many commu-
nities in this country is an unavoidable 
reality as to the use of train horns. 
However, we have an obligation to en-
sure that we do everything possible to 
maintain the quality of life for commu-
nities near railroad tracks. 

That is why I’ve introduced an 
amendment to ask that the Secretary 
research the development and use of 
train horn technology with an empha-
sis on reducing train horn noise and its 
effect on a community. This will en-
sure that, as we move forward and con-
tinue to expand our railroad infrastruc-
ture in this country, we will also con-
tinue to address the concerns of the 
communities surrounding the infra-
structure. 

Thank you, Chairman OBERSTAR, for 
continuing to work with me on this 
issue that is so important to my con-
stituents. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
passage of this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to claim time in 
opposition to the amendment though I 
do not intend to oppose the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Minnesota 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I support the 

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman which directs a study of train 
horn technology as part of the Rail Co-
operative Research Program author-
ized at section 304 of the bill. And the 
gentlewoman has worked tirelessly to 
highlight her concerns with constitu-
ents on locomotive horn noise. 

I can understand how horn noise is 
terrible and disturbing. We’ve heard 
many iterations of that over the years 
in hearings in the committee in close 
urban quarters. 

But out on the prairie, the sound of a 
train horn late at night is a very com-
forting sound, I can say for those of us 
who live in those environments. 

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I just wanted to say 
that we accept the amendment. Any-
thing to do with improving technology 
on trains we certainly support. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. The key issue with 
train horns, again and again, is safety. 
Where they are removed in an experi-
mental basis there have been fatalities 
or incidents or accidents, and where 
the train horn has been reinstated, 
lives have been saved. But technology 
can lead us to better train horns that 
don’t intrude on the daily lives or 
nightly lives of citizens alongside rail-
road tracks. 

So I reserve the balance of my time, 
and I appreciate the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. I just 
want to thank Chairman OBERSTAR and 
Ranking Member SHUSTER for their 
support on this amendment. I too can 
hear the train whistle in the late of the 
night, and to me it is a nice sound. But 
for my constituents who are right 
along those tracks and near, it is a 
problem. 

I hope that my colleagues will sup-
port me on this amendment. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, anyone who has railroad tracks in 
their district has heard from constituents who 
are upset by repeated train whistles. 

Unfortunately, these train whistles are the 
most effective way of warning people of an 
oncoming train. And even still we see constant 
reports of injuries and deaths on the tracks. 

Technology holds the key to many improve-
ments throughout our rail system, including 
improved safety. And hopefully it can help with 
the age-old problem of train whistles. 

We also need to invest in more grade sepa-
rations at rail crossings to improve safety and 
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cut down on the need to blow warning whis-
tles in the first place. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MCCARTHY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 6 
printed in House Report 110–703. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF 

CONNECTICUT 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 7 
printed in House Report 110–703. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I have 
an amendment at the desk, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. MURPHY 
of Connecticut: 

In title II, add at the end the following new 
section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 225. COMMUTER RAIL EXPANSION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress find the fol-
lowing: 

(1) In 2006, Americans took 10,100,000,000 
trips on public transportation for the first 
time since 1949. 

(2) The Northeast region is one of the Na-
tion’s largest emerging transportation 
‘‘megaregions’’ where infrastructure expan-
sion and improvements are most needed. 

(3) New England’s road traffic has in-
creased two to three times faster than its 
population since 1990. 

(4) Connecticut has one of the Nation’s 
longest average commute times according to 
the United States Census Bureau, and 80 per-
cent of Connecticut commuters drive by 
themselves to work, demonstrating the need 
for expanded commuter rail access. 

(5) The Connecticut Department of Trans-
portation has pledged to modernize, repair, 
and strengthen the rail line infrastructure to 
provide for increased safety and security 
along a crucial transportation corridor in 
the Northeast. 

(6) Expanded New Haven-Springfield rail 
service would improve access to Bradley 
International Airport, one the region’s busi-
est airports, as well as to Hartford, Con-
necticut, and Springfield, Massachusetts, 
two of the region’s commercial, residential, 
and industrial centers. 

(7) Expanded commuter rail service on the 
New Haven-Springfield line will result in an 
estimated 630,000 additional trips per year 
and 2,215,384 passenger miles per year, help-
ing to curb pollution and greenhouse gas pro-
duction that vehicle traffic would otherwise 
produce. 

(8) The MetroNorth New Haven Line and 
Shore Line East railways saw respective 3.43 
percent and 4.93 percent increases in rider-
ship over the course of 2007, demonstrating 
the need for expanded commuter rail service 
in Connecticut. 

(9) Expanded New Haven-Springfield com-
muter rail service will provide transpor-
tation nearly 17 times more efficient in 
terms of average mileage versus road vehi-
cles, alleviating road congestion and pro-
viding a significant savings to consumers 
during a time of high gas prices. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the Sense of 
the Congress that expanded commuter rail 

service on the rail line between New Haven, 
Connecticut, and Springfield, Massachusetts, 
is an important transportation priority, and 
Amtrak should work cooperatively with the 
States of Connecticut and Massachusetts to 
enable expanded commuter rail service on 
such line. 

(c) INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE RE-
PORT.—Amtrak shall submit a report to Con-
gress and the State Departments of Trans-
portation of Connecticut and Massachusetts 
on the total cost of uncompleted infrastruc-
ture maintenance on the rail line between 
New Haven, Connecticut, and Springfield, 
Massachusetts. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1253, the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I’d like to allow myself such 
time as I may consume. 

I would like to thank Chairman 
OBERSTAR for his hard work, not only 
on the underlying bill, but in his gra-
cious work with me and the Massachu-
setts and Connecticut delegations to 
allow us to bring this amendment be-
fore the House today. 

I rise in strong support of the amend-
ment before us. By supporting the im-
plementation of commuter rail service, 
as this amendment will assist us be-
tween New Haven, Connecticut and 
Springfield, Massachusetts, we can 
help strengthen and expand one of my 
State’s most vital transportation cor-
ridors. 

While Metro North and Shoreline 
East rail lines provide extensive com-
muter service across Connecticut’s 
southern coastal region, there is little 
available service to meet the needs 
throughout the central portion of the 
State. Connecticut’s existing com-
muter rail lines have already seen over 
5 percent increase in ridership just in 
the first quarter of 2008, and there’s a 
clear need to expand it throughout the 
other sectors. 

Not only would such rail service help 
alleviate roadway congestion, save 
consumers money on gas, and help 
combat global warming, it would con-
tribute to the economic revitalization 
of this route. In my district, the city of 
Meriden is prepared to build a state-of- 
the-art intermodal transportation hub 
to take advantage of this new rail line. 

At a time when gas prices are squeez-
ing American’s budgets like never be-
fore, we need to invest in this type of 
commuter rail service that is available 
right now on the line that runs be-
tween New Haven and Springfield. 

We need sensible mass transit solu-
tions, and by expressing strong con-
gressional support for this new pro-
posed rail line, taking advantage of an 
existing Amtrak line, and by directing 
Amtrak, as this amendment does, to 
report on the lines’ uncompleted infra-
structure maintenance, information 
that is badly needed in order to make 
plans going forward to add local com-
muter service to that line, we are send-

ing a clear signal that the time for ac-
tion is now. 

Again, I would like to thank Chair-
man OBERSTAR and I would urge sup-
port for this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. I rise to claim the 

time in opposition, although I do not 
oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. I just wanted to say 

that the situation highlighting the sit-
uation is certainly important, and I 
understand why the gentleman is high-
lighting it. 

It would have been covered, it is cov-
ered in the underlying bill I believe. 
But as I said, I understand why the 
gentleman wants to highlight the situ-
ation. And this report to determine the 
cost of uncompleted infrastructure 
maintenance is extremely important, 
and we need to tend to that. This 
Northeast Corridor is extremely impor-
tant and, as I said, I do not oppose the 
amendment, and would accept it. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I 

thank the gentleman for his support. 
At this time I would like to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON). 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank my dear 
friend and colleague from Connecticut 
for proposing thoughtful legislation 
like this. 

I commend the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for his comments and 
once again salute our distinguished 
chairman, Mr. OBERSTAR, who has such 
great vision on the importance of utili-
zation of rail. 

This is vitally important, not only to 
Connecticut, but both Connecticut and 
Massachusetts. The rail line between 
New Haven and Springfield is a vital 
cog for commerce. It also impacts the 
second largest airport in New England; 
and with the vision of Mr. OBERSTAR, 
an airport that we hope to have be one 
of the first green airports in the coun-
try. 

So again I want to applaud my col-
league, thank him for his vision, and 
continue to support the visionary pro-
grams that Mr. OBERSTAR and his com-
mittee put forward. 

b 1315 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to reclaim my 
time. I yielded back prematurely. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I was 

hoping to get this train running on 
time, excuse the pun, so if somebody 
needs me to yield time to them, I will 
make it available. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. NEAL). 
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Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I want to thank Congress-
man MURPHY and thank Congressman 
SHUSTER, as well as JIM OBERSTAR, a 
long time friend here, for offering the 
support to this proposal that it de-
serves. 

Establishing a New Haven-Hartford- 
Springfield commuter line would do 
much to improve the transportation 
needs of the Northeast Corridor. In ad-
dition to contributing to the national 
effort to reduce carbon emissions, this 
commuter line would greatly promote 
economic development for the cities 
and towns along the line. Union Sta-
tion, with the help of Mr. OBERSTAR’s 
committee, is now underway and great 
work we expect to happen there in 
Springfield. 

Mr. Chairman, Connecticut has al-
ready dedicated funding for the com-
muter line and is in the 
predevelopment phase. And today, the 
Massachusetts House is expected to ap-
prove a $1.3 billion transportation bill 
authorizing $90 million for the com-
muter developing road transportation 
line from New Haven to Springfield. A 
New Haven to Springfield line would 
also allow for more connections to ex-
isting Amtrak routes as well as other 
planned commuter rails, such as a Bos-
ton to Springfield line, which would 
further extend economic benefits to the 
region. 

Due to improved service, Amtrak rid-
ership has increased in the past few 
years, and commuters want this 
progress to continue, particularly in 
light of gas prices. The Murphy amend-
ment will help maintain this progress 
and promote this much-needed com-
muter line. The benefits of incor-
porating new commuter lines with Am-
trak is undeniable and worth the in-
vestments. 

Commuter rail service would help 
other industrial cities like Springfield 
to better connect with regional econo-
mies and offer a smarter and cleaner 
transportation option. 

Thanks to the individuals who have 
stood with us today, and I hope the 
Murphy amendment will be successful. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the chairman. 

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

This amendment expresses support for ex-
panded commuter rail service on the rail line 
between New Haven, Connecticut, and 
Springfield, Massachusetts, and encourages 
Amtrak to work cooperatively with the States 
of Connecticut and Massachusetts to enable 
expanded commuter rail service on the line. 
Further, this amendment directs Amtrak to re-
port to Congress and the States on the total 
cost of uncompleted infrastructure mainte-
nance on the New Haven—Springfield rail line. 

Commuter rail is one of the fastest growing 
modes of public transportation in this country. 
In 2007, Americans took 461 million trips by 
commuter rail, a 5.5 percent increase over 

2006. Since 1990, New England’s highway 
traffic has increased two to three times faster 
than its population and commuter rail is a crit-
ical transportation link in the Northeast. 

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Con-
necticut has one of the nation’s longer aver-
age commute times (24.5 minutes) in the na-
tion, and 80 percent of Connecticut com-
muters drive themselves to work. The State of 
Connecticut is seeking to provide additional 
transportation alternatives to its commuters 
and is hoping to expand commuter rail service 
to address its congestion. 

This amendment will help Connecticut un-
derstand the capital costs needed to better de-
velop its commuter rail infrastructure as it 
works to develop its passenger transportation 
systems. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this amendment. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, again, this is a unique op-
portunity to be able to use an existing 
rail line. We need—we understand the 
need in many other parts of the coun-
try to build out our infrastructure in 
Connecticut. We have the unique op-
portunity to take an existing line, have 
either a partnership or a transfer of the 
line to the State Department of Trans-
portation, and with that we believe we 
will be able to greatly expand our op-
portunities for mass transit develop-
ment in the State of Connecticut. 

With that, I wonder if the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania might be willing to 
yield a few minutes of his time to Ms. 
DELAURO. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes of our time to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. 

Connecticut has seen a 5.5 percent in-
crease in commuter rail usage over the 
first quarter of 2008 alone. As gas prices 
continue to skyrocket, more Ameri-
cans than ever are looking for new 
ways to get where they are going with-
out filling their gas tank. 

While thousands of Connecticut resi-
dents who live in the southern portion 
of the State are well served by Metro 
North and the Shoreline East com-
muter rail, there remains hardly any 
commuter rail options in the central 
portion of our State through Hartford 
and up to Springfield, Massachusetts. 
Yet New England’s traffic has in-
creased 2 to 3 times faster than its pop-
ulation since 1990. When 80 percent of 
Connecticut commuters drive to work 
by themselves, we must provide a bet-
ter alternative. 

I want to commend Chairman OBER-
STAR for his hard work on this bill. I 
congratulate my colleague, Mr. MUR-
PHY, whose amendment expresses sup-
port for current discussions between 
Amtrak and the Connecticut Depart-
ment of Transportation to create a co-
operative framework by which an Am-
trak-owned New Haven-Springfield rail 
line could serve as the conduit for in-
creased commuter rail run by Con-

necticut DOT. And his amendment also 
requires a report to Congress on 
uncompleted infrastructure mainte-
nance. 

Expanded commuter rail service on 
the New Haven-Springfield line will re-
sult in an estimated 630,000 more trips 
a year and over 2 million passenger 
miles annually. The demand is there. 
The benefits are clear. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. I thank Chairman OBER-
STAR, and I thank you graciously, Mr. 
SHUSTER, for allowing me to take the 
time. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for his accommodations. 
We’re in support of the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
MURPHY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. PATRICK J. 

MURPHY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 8 
printed in House Report 110–703. 

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. PATRICK 
J. MURPHY of Pennsylvania: 

In title II, add at the end the following new 
section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 225. SERVICE EVALUATION. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, Amtrak shall transmit 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate a report 
containing the results of an evaluation of 
passenger rail service between Cornwells 
Heights, PA, and New York City, NY, and be-
tween Princeton Junction, NJ, and New 
York City, NY, to determine whether to ex-
pand passenger rail service by increasing the 
frequency of stops or reducing commuter 
ticket prices for this route. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 1253, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PATRICK J. 
MURPHY) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, families across the 
country are facing record gas prices 
and increased congestion on our road-
ways. We hear it every time we go 
home. And as Members of Congress, we 
have a responsibility to do what we can 
do to make things better. This amend-
ment is about making sure that our 
public transportation resources are 
being used as effectively and efficiently 
as possible. 
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Through this measure, we require 

Amtrak to take a hard look at pas-
senger rail service at two important 
rail stations in our districts. Our hope 
is that they will find a way to help 
commuters and rail passengers in our 
districts by either expanding passenger 
rail service through increasing the fre-
quency of stops or by reducing prices. 

For years, the Cornwells Heights and 
Princeton Junction stations have been 
hubs for commuters who work in New 
York City. Amtrak then cut the num-
ber of trains at these stations in half. 
Then they increased prices for our 
commuters. 

Mr. Chairman, countless families 
rely on the Cornwells Heights and 
Princeton Junction stations, and as a 
result of Amtrak’s train cuts and fare 
hikes, families have been forced to 
drive longer distances or pay much 
higher fares. Today, our region is mak-
ing economic progress, and Amtrak has 
a chance to keep moving us forward. 

Mr. Chairman, in these troubled 
times, our local economy can’t afford 
to take anymore hits and we can’t 
allow commuters to use more time on 
crowded highways when they could be 
home with their families. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

claim the time in opposition although I 
do not oppose the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHUSTER. We support it, accept 

the amendment. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Would the gen-

tleman yield? 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I will 

yield to the gentleman. 
(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I rise in support of 
the Murphy amendment. I feel the 
amendment is an important contribu-
tion to the work of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURPHY), the gentlewoman 
from Pennsylvania (Ms. SCHWARTZ), and the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

This amendment directs Amtrak to evaluate 
the passenger rail service between Cornwells 
Heights, Pennsylvania, and New York, New 
York, and between Princeton Junction, New 
Jersey, and New York, New York, to deter-
mine whether to expand passenger rail service 
by increasing the frequency of stops or reduc-
ing commuter ticket prices for the route. 

Until a few years ago, Cornwells Station 
was the primary SEPTA and Amtrak station 
for service into New York City from the 
Bensalem Township. It has direct access to 
Interstate 95 and Pennsylvania Route 63, with 
the largest parking lot on the SEPTA network, 
making it an ideal terminal for commuter serv-
ice into New York for many people in the sur-
rounding region. 

However, Amtrak recently reduced the num-
ber of trains serving the station each day by 
one-half, while greatly increasing the ticket 
prices for the service. As a result, ridership 

has plummeted, leading Amtrak to consider 
dropping service to the station all together. 

This study has several potential benefits. 
For one, the Bensalem region is enjoying an 
economic revitalization, which could be en-
hanced by increased Amtrak service to 
Cornwells Heights. Increased Amtrak service 
would allow for better mobility in the region as 
well as help relieve local congestion. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting the amendment. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Mr. Chairman, at this time I 
would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
HOLT). 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
this amendment and for yielding me 
time. He is very diligent in looking 
after the concerns of the people of his 
area in Pennsylvania, and in this 
amendment, I must say it also bene-
fits—would benefit the people of New 
Jersey as well. 

When you look at the numbers where 
Amtrak is setting record highs for 
numbers of users—25 million users last 
year—and look at how in New Jersey 
the State rail system is breaking rider-
ship records for the 6th straight year 
with over 900,000 trips per weekday on 
its trains, buses, and light rails, and 
you match that with the increased 
costs of commuting by internal com-
bustion cars, it should be apparent that 
Amtrak should do everything it can to 
attract riders on these underused 
routes; and that is exactly what the 
Murphy-Schwartz-Holt amendment 
seeks to do. 

It would require Amtrak to re-exam-
ine the service cuts that it’s made at 
two stations to see if it would be fea-
sible to increase services at those sta-
tions. They can do this through service 
and pricing. I hear from my constitu-
ents about this. One constituent, John, 
who commutes from Princeton Junc-
tion, summed it up by saying Amtrak 
seems to be driving customers away. It 
has negative effects, including in-
creased automobile traffic and con-
sequences on the environment. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment, and I thank Mr. 
MURPHY for preparing it. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I don’t rise 
in opposition of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania’s amendment. In fact, 
he’s looking for solutions in his dis-
trict, in his area to provide commuter 
service to get people out of their cars 
to deal with increased congestion and 
high-rising fuel costs. 

But the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania is no different from the gen-
tleman from Connecticut, from the 
gentlewoman from Arizona, the gen-
tleman from California, from the gen-
tleman from Ohio. We’re drowning in 
congestion in this country. This bill 
provides a first opportunity to look at 

cost-effective ways of providing that 
service. 

So we’ve got to support commuter 
rail across the Nation. We’ve got to 
take some of these underutilized urban 
rail corridors that formally serve 
freight and convert those to commuter 
rail systems. We’ve got to find a host 
of solutions and incorporate private 
sector initiatives in these to make it 
happen because they can bring projects 
in on time and under budget and at the 
lowest cost possible. 

It is true that we may have to sub-
sidize commuter rail service, long-dis-
tance service, and some high-speed 
service, but we want that at the min-
imum cost to the taxpayer, the max-
imum benefit to those that we need to 
serve. 

So we will support the amendment, 
but again, what you hear from the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is what 
we’re hearing from 435 congressional 
districts. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY of Penn-
sylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 
the balance of our time. 

Mr. Chairman, it now costs a 
Cornwells Heights commuter $972 per 
month just to get to work and back. 
More importantly, the cuts in service 
have put more cars on our clogged 
highways, more exhaust fumes in the 
air, and forced our hardworking con-
stituents to spend more time getting to 
and from work and less time at home. 
That means more time on a train or in 
traffic and less time at home with the 
ones that they love. 

Mr. Chairman, our region is experi-
encing the economic revitalization. In-
creased rail service and more riders 
means progress, while more cuts means 
going backwards. I would like to thank 
the chairman, Chairman OBERSTAR. I 
would like to thank my colleague from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. SHUSTER. I would 
like to thank my colleague from New 
Jersey, Mr. HOLT, and also my other 
colleague from Pennsylvania, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, for their support on this im-
portant measure. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-

tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PATRICK J. MURPHY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on amendment No. 4 print-
ed in House Report 110–703. 

The unfinished business is the de-
mand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 150, noes 275, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 397] 

AYES—150 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 

Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 

Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—275 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Cannon 

Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Christensen 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 

Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Faleomavaega 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 

McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 

Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—13 

Braley (IA) 
Doolittle 
Flake 
Fortuño 
Gillibrand 

Hulshof 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Norton 
Ortiz 

Rush 
Spratt 
Tancredo 

b 1357 

Messrs. CLEAVER, RANGEL, JACK-
SON of Illinois, BOUCHER, PICK-
ERING, BERMAN, CROWLEY, 
WHITFIELD of Kentucky, BOOZMAN 
and DENT, and Ms. CLARKE, Ms. 
MOORE of Wisconsin, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mrs. 
BONO MACK changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. COOPER, TERRY, MCKEON, 
BILBRAY, FEENEY, PETERSON of 
Pennsylvania and Mrs. SCHMIDT 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 

397, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, as amend-
ed. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Under the 
rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
TIERNEY) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. CUELLAR, Acting Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 6003) to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1253, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask for a re-vote on the Davis of Vir-
ginia amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment on which a separate vote has 
been demanded. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 printed in House Report 
110–703 offered by Mr. DAVIS of Virginia: 

Add at the end of title I the following new 
section: 
SEC. 105. AUTHORIZATION FOR CAPITAL AND 

PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE 
PROJECTS FOR WASHINGTON MET-
ROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHOR-
ITY. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the succeeding 

provisions of this section, the Secretary of 
Transportation is authorized to make grants 
to the Transit Authority, in addition to the 
contributions authorized under sections 3, 14, 
and 17 of the National Capital Transpor-
tation Act of 1969 (sec. 9—1101.01 et seq., D.C. 
Official Code), for the purpose of financing in 
part the capital and preventive maintenance 
projects included in the Capital Improve-
ment Program approved by the Board of Di-
rectors of the Transit Authority. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(A) the term ‘‘Transit Authority’’ means 

the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority established under Article III of 
the Compact; and 

(B) the term ‘‘Compact’’ means the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Compact (80 Stat. 1324; Public Law 89–774). 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The Federal grants 
made pursuant to the authorization under 
this section shall be subject to the following 
limitations and conditions: 

(1) The work for which such Federal grants 
are authorized shall be subject to the provi-
sions of the Compact (consistent with the 
amendments to the Compact described in 
subsection (d)). 

(2) Each such Federal grant shall be for 50 
percent of the net project cost of the project 
involved, and shall be provided in cash from 
sources other than Federal funds or revenues 
from the operation of public mass transpor-
tation systems. Consistent with the terms of 
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the amendment to the Compact described in 
subsection (d)(1), any funds so provided shall 
be solely from undistributed cash surpluses, 
replacement or depreciation funds or re-
serves available in cash, or new capital. 

(3) Such Federal grants may be used only 
for the maintenance and upkeep of the sys-
tems of the Transit Authority as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act and may not be 
used to increase the mileage of the rail sys-
tem. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
MASS TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL PROJECTS 
RECEIVING FUNDS UNDER FEDERAL TRANSPOR-
TATION LAW.—Except as specifically provided 
in this section, the use of any amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to the authorization 
under this section shall be subject to the re-
quirements applicable to capital projects for 
which funds are provided under chapter 53 of 
title 49, United States Code, except to the ex-
tent that the Secretary of Transportation 
determines that the requirements are incon-
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

(d) AMENDMENTS TO COMPACT.—No amounts 
may be provided to the Transit Authority 
pursuant to the authorization under this sec-
tion until the Transit Authority notifies the 
Secretary of Transportation that each of the 
following amendments to the Compact (and 
any further amendments which may be re-
quired to implement such amendments) have 
taken effect: 

(1)(A) An amendment requiring that all 
payments by the local signatory govern-
ments for the Transit Authority for the pur-
pose of matching any Federal funds appro-
priated in any given year authorized under 
subsection (a) for the cost of operating and 
maintaining the adopted regional system are 
made from amounts derived from dedicated 
funding sources. 

(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘‘dedicated funding source’’ means any 
source of funding which is earmarked or re-
quired under State or local law to be used to 
match Federal appropriations authorized 
under this Act for payments to the Transit 
Authority. 

(2) An amendment establishing an Office of 
the Inspector General of the Transit Author-
ity. 

(3) An amendment expanding the Board of 
Directors of the Transit Authority to include 
4 additional Directors appointed by the Ad-
ministrator of General Services, of whom 2 
shall be nonvoting and 2 shall be voting, and 
requiring one of the voting members so ap-
pointed to be a regular passenger and cus-
tomer of the bus or rail service of the Tran-
sit Authority. 

(e) ACCESS TO WIRELESS SERVICE IN METRO-
RAIL SYSTEM.— 

(1) REQUIRING TRANSIT AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE ACCESS TO SERVICE.—No amounts may 
be provided to the Transit Authority pursu-
ant to the authorization under this section 
unless the Transit Authority ensures that 
customers of the rail service of the Transit 
Authority have access within the rail system 
to services provided by any licensed wireless 
provider that notifies the Transit Authority 
(in accordance with such procedures as the 
Transit Authority may adopt) of its intent 
to offer service to the public, in accordance 
with the following timetable: 

(A) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, in the 20 under-
ground rail station platforms with the high-
est volume of passenger traffic. 

(B) Not later than 4 years after such date, 
throughout the rail system. 

(2) ACCESS OF WIRELESS PROVIDERS TO SYS-
TEM FOR UPGRADES AND MAINTENANCE.—No 
amounts may be provided to the Transit Au-
thority pursuant to the authorization under 
this section unless the Transit Authority en-
sures that each licensed wireless provider 

who provides service to the public within the 
rail system pursuant to paragraph (1) has ac-
cess to the system on an ongoing basis (sub-
ject to such restrictions as the Transit Au-
thority may impose to ensure that such ac-
cess will not unduly impact rail operations 
or threaten the safety of customers or em-
ployees of the rail system) to carry out 
emergency repairs, routine maintenance, and 
upgrades to the service. 

(3) PERMITTING REASONABLE AND CUS-
TOMARY CHARGES.—Nothing in this sub-
section may be construed to prohibit the 
Transit Authority from requiring a licensed 
wireless provider to pay reasonable and cus-
tomary charges for access granted under this 
subsection. 

(4) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
each of the 3 years thereafter, the Transit 
Authority shall submit to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate a report on the implemen-
tation of this subsection. 

(5) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘‘licensed wireless provider’’ means any 
provider of wireless services who is operating 
pursuant to a Federal license to offer such 
services to the public for profit. 

(f) AMOUNT.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for grants under this section an aggre-
gate amount not to exceed $1,500,000,000 to be 
available in increments over 10 fiscal years 
beginning in fiscal year 2009, or until ex-
pended. 

(g) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization under this sec-
tion shall remain available until expended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 295, noes 127, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 398] 

AYES—295 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Butterfield 
Buyer 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 

Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 

Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 

Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NOES—127 

Akin 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bean 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 

Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Feeney 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 

Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
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Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Souder 
Stearns 

Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Blackburn 
Braley (IA) 
Flake 
Gillibrand 
Hulshof 

Loebsack 
McCrery 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Ortiz 

Rush 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Two 
minutes are remaining to vote. 

b 1415 

Messrs. KELLER of Florida, HAYES 
and COLE of Oklahoma changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. GOODLATTE and SHUSTER 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS 
OF KENTUCKY 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Yes, in its 
current form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Davis of Kentucky moves to recommit 

the bill H.R. 6003 to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the House 
promptly in the form to which perfected at 
the time of this motion, with the following 
amendment: 

In title II, add at the end the following new 
section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 225. LOCOMOTIVE ALTERNATIVE FUEL 

STUDY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 

Federal Railroad Administration, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Energy and 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, shall conduct a study to 
determine the extent to which freight and 
passenger rail operators could use domesti-
cally available alternative fuels to power 
their locomotive fleets and other vehicles 
that operate on rail tracks. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘domestically available alter-
native fuels’’ means fuels that are derived 

from coal, oil shale, oil sands, natural gas, 
methane, or butanol and are available within 
the United States. 

(c) FACTORS.—In conducting the study, the 
Federal Railroad Administration shall con-
sider— 

(1) the energy intensity of various alter-
native fuels compared to diesel fuel; 

(2) the cost of purchasing and the domestic 
availability of alternative fuels; 

(3) the public benefits derived from the use 
of such fuels; and 

(4) the effect of alternative fuel use on rel-
evant locomotive and other vehicle perform-
ance. 

(d) LOCOMOTIVE TESTING.—As part of the 
study, the Federal Railroad Administration 
shall test locomotive engine performance 
and emissions using alternative fuels. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration shall transmit 
the results of this study to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the motion be considered 
as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk continued to read. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Kentucky is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008 will expand 
transportation options for some com-
muters. It doesn’t address the under-
lying problem affecting all Americans. 

The current energy climate has high-
lighted the critical need for America to 
develop a national energy strategy 
that will promote energy independ-
ence. We can no longer rely on unstable 
foreign entities to supply us with the 
resources we need to keep our country 
running. We need to use American re-
sources to meet American energy 
needs. 

Although section 219 of H.R. 6003 au-
thorizes $1 million to the Department 
of Transportation to study the poten-
tial for renewable biofuels, the bill 
makes no mention of utilizing the huge 
proven resources that we have in this 
country at our fingertips. We need to 
address the underlying and immediate 
issues of increasing our domestic sup-
ply of energy to reduce prices. This 
MTR would expand the scope of the 
study to include those American re-
sources that are now available, like 
coal, natural gas and oil shale. 

One year ago, Amtrak was buying 
fuel for $2.19 a gallon. As of May 22, 
2008, Amtrak was forced to pay $4.26 a 
gallon. This dubious milestone was 
achieved 776 days after the current 
Speaker of the House stated that 
Democrats had a commonsense plan to 
bring down skyrocketing fuel prices. 
That plan has yet to materialize, and a 

new CNN poll shows that 86 percent of 
our citizens believe that gas prices will 
hit $5 a gallon this summer. 

Indeed, the majority has pursued a 
misguided energy strategy that 
tightens the vice on American con-
sumers in the form of higher taxes and 
higher energy prices. Frankly, we need 
to use American resources for Ameri-
cans now. While I don’t object to public 
transportation as a sound alternative 
to commuting by car, expanding Am-
trak service still doesn’t lessen our de-
pendency on foreign oil. 

Skyrocketing fuel prices are affect-
ing every aspect of our daily lives. We 
all know the impact it is having on our 
family budgets. But it is also having a 
dramatic impact on many other budg-
ets, ranging from school districts to 
local governments to the Armed 
Forces. Even Amtrak’s budget is bal-
looning with these increasing prices. 
Their fuel budget for 2008 has increased 
from $125 million to $215 million. 

In the areas where American budgets 
are being hardest hit by gas prices, 
consuming 16 percent of gross income, 
they have very little access to Amtrak. 
How does this bill help those Ameri-
cans deal with our energy prices? 

My constituents can literally no 
longer afford the empty promises and 
failed policies of this Congress. What 
we need now is an action plan that fo-
cuses on real solutions that use real re-
sources to address our short and long- 
term needs, putting all the options on 
the table to be considered. It will un-
leash American innovation, create 
American jobs and lower prices for 
American consumers. 

We need to focus on increasing our 
domestic energy supply by exploring 
the resources that rest at our finger-
tips on the Outer Continental Shelf and 
in the Alaskan National Wildlife Re-
serve. These resources could signifi-
cantly increase our domestic oil pro-
duction and supply a considerable 
amount of our energy needs. Yet the 
Democratic majority refuses to allow 
the American people to access re-
sources that are on their own soil. I 
echo the recent declaration that we 
need to drill here, we need to drill now, 
and then we will pay less. 

We need to promote the research and 
development of renewable resources 
while investigating the potential for 
alternative fuels developed from coal- 
to-liquids, hydrogen, and other new 
technologies to lessen our dependency 
on foreign oil supply shocks. 

Congress has been historically short-
sighted about the use of our most 
abundant fuel, coal, to boost our en-
ergy supply. The United States is esti-
mated to have 40 times the amount of 
energy stored in coal reserves than we 
have in our domestic oil reserves. 
American coal resources in Kentucky, 
Indiana and Illinois exceed the oil re-
sources of Saudi Arabia and is an excel-
lent source for American energy. With 
oil prices heading towards $150 a barrel, 
how can we not afford to explore our 
own domestic resources? 
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The leaders of this Congress have 

proven themselves to be out of touch, 
turning blindly away from any attempt 
to relieve the American people of their 
burden with practical solutions. We 
need to lower prices for the American 
people. By continually refusing to rec-
ognize the problem at hand, the Demo-
cratic majority is causing irrevocable 
harm to our Nation. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
the motion to recommit the bill to 
broaden the Locomotive Alternative 
Fuel Study to include American re-
serves that will increase domestic oil 
supply, reduce costs and make us more 
independent from foreign oil. The best 
thing that we can do for Amtrak is to 
lower fuel prices. If we use our re-
sources for Americans, we can ignite a 
third industrial revolution that will 
create millions of jobs and provide a 
future for our children. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

in opposition to the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Minnesota is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, this is 
only a halfhearted attempt. If it were a 
wholehearted attempt, the motion 
would have included soybean oil and 
ethanol and it would have included the 
word ‘‘forthwith’’ and we could have 
accepted it. In fact, if the gentleman 
had come to the committee, both the 
Republican and Democratic side of the 
committee in the course of consider-
ation of the bill, if he were serious 
about this matter, we would have in-
cluded it in our section 219, Loco-
motive Biofuel Study. There is no rea-
son we couldn’t include all of what the 
gentleman is saying, plus additional 
items. But I think by using the word 
‘‘promptly,’’ clearly this is just an-
other gesture, a political gesture, to 
sidetrack the bill. Sending it back to 
committee simply delays the benefits 
of Amtrak. 

We have worked diligently over the 
better part of a year-and-a-half, Repub-
licans and Democrats together on the 
committee, and fashioned a wide-rang-
ing proposition for the future of inter- 
city passenger rail in America, intro-
ducing extraordinary reforms that 
have not been considered or have been 
rejected in the past. We have included 
those in this bill. 

We include a locomotive biofuel 
study. We require locomotive testing. 
We require a report. We require it to be 
done in a very specific period of time. 
We also require a study on the use of 
bio-based lubricants for Amtrak to use. 

b 1430 

In fact, soybean-derived fuel is being 
used by the freight rail sector in what 
is known as Green Goat technology, 
Green Goat locomotives and freight 
rail makeup switchyards with great 
success. 

The Green Goat technology using 
soybean-based fuel is reducing particu-
late emissions in rail makeup yards re-

ducing noise and also reducing cost of 
maintenance of locomotives because 
the fuel also provides lubricating qual-
ity to a locomotive engine. 

Furthermore, to insist that we move 
on this amendment—I think an earlier 
version I saw would have required im-
plementation immediately—Amtrak 
has warranties with General Electric, 
who produces the P42 locomotives for 
Amtrak’s fleet. That’s the backbone of 
their diesel locomotive fleet. 

To force Amtrak to rush into apply-
ing some not-yet proven technology 
would vitiate the warranties, would in-
crease the cost, would subject Amtrak 
having to absorb all the costs instead 
of GE, the locomotive engine producer, 
absorbing the costs. 

Again, I say we are very accommo-
dating on this committee. We want 
good ideas. We would have welcomed 
the gentleman’s ideas in the fashioning 
of the legislation. In fact, if this had 
been a forthwith motion, we could have 
accepted it with an amendment to in-
clude biodiesel fuel, soybean-based 
fuel. 

But the way it’s fashioned simply 
sidetracks the very good bill, the ex-
traordinary progress we have made 
with bringing passenger high-speed rail 
service to all of America. This is a 
transformational moment, this Am-
trak legislation, a transformational 
moment in American transportation to 
bring our country into the first world 
of intercity high-speed passenger rail 
service, to make changes in the way 
Amtrak operates, to invite the private 
sector in to be a partner in fashioning 
a future for Amtrak. 

Don’t sidetrack it with this frivolous 
motion that comes way late in the 
process and is not serious at all in its 
purpose. If it were serious at all in its 
purpose, it would have come to the 
committee, we would have done some-
thing about it, we would have included 
this language earlier on in the bill. 

Oppose the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of H.R. 6003; the mo-
tion to refer House Resolution 1258; and 
the motion to suspend the rules on H. 
Res. 1235. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 194, nays 
230, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 399] 

YEAS—194 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—230 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 

Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 

DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5265 June 11, 2008 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 

McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—9 

Braley (IA) 
Flake 
Gillibrand 

Hulshof 
Loebsack 
McCrery 

Ortiz 
Rush 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Two minutes remain on this 
vote. 

b 1453 

Messrs. HILL and YOUNG of Alaska 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 311, nays 
104, not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 400] 

YEAS—311 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 

Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 

Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 

Blumenauer 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Buyer 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Drake 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Herseth Sandlin 

Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 

Petri 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—104 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 
Barton (TX) 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Everett 
Feeney 

Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Gingrey 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pitts 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Walberg 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 

NOT VOTING—18 

Bartlett (MD) 
Braley (IA) 
Butterfield 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Flake 
Gillibrand 

Green, Al 
Gutierrez 
Hulshof 
Kaptur 
King (IA) 
Loebsack 

McCrery 
Musgrave 
Ortiz 
Rush 
Stark 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members should note there is 
less than 1 minute to vote. 

b 1459 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 400, I inadvertently failed to vote. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 6003, PAS-
SENGER RAIL INVESTMENT AND 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2008 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of H.R. 6003, the Clerk be author-
ized to correct section numbers, punc-
tuation, cross-references, and make 
such other technical and conforming 
changes as may be necessary to accu-
rately reflect the actions of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue. 

There was no objection. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5266 June 11, 2008 
IMPEACHING GEORGE W. BUSH, 

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES, OF HIGH CRIMES AND 
MISDEMEANORS 

MOTION TO REFER OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of June 
10, 2008, the unfinished business is the 
question on the motion to refer House 
Resolution 1258 offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) which 
the Chair will put de novo. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to refer. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 166, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 401] 

AYES—251 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 

DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 

Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 

Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOES—166 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 

Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Granger 
Graves 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 

Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—16 

Braley (IA) 
Cohen 
Flake 
Gillibrand 
Goodlatte 
Hulshof 

King (IA) 
Latham 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Neugebauer 
Ortiz 

Pascrell 
Rush 
Sessions 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

DOYLE) (during the vote). There is 1 
minute remaining on this vote. 

b 1508 

Mr. KELLER of Florida changed his 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the motion to refer was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, this after-

noon I missed rollcall Vote 401, a vote on re-
ferring H. Res. 1258 to committee. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no’’ on rollcall Vote 401. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I was de-
tained while attempting to reach the House 
floor to cast my vote on rollcall 401 earlier this 
afternoon. Had I been able to reach the floor 
before the vote was closed, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

NATIONAL D-DAY REMEMBRANCE 
DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution, H. Res. 1235, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 1235. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 0, 
not voting 27, as follows: 

[Roll No. 402] 

YEAS—406 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 

Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 

Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
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Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 

LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—27 

Boucher 
Braley (IA) 

Cardoza 
Cohen 

Crowley 
Flake 

Gillibrand 
Hulshof 
Israel 
Jones (NC) 
Kucinich 
Linder 
Loebsack 

Maloney (NY) 
Marshall 
McCrery 
Miller, George 
Ortiz 
Pearce 
Rahall 

Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Shea-Porter 
Sutton 
Tancredo 
Weiner 
Whitfield (KY) 

b 1515 
So (two-thirds being in the affirma-

tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Ms. 

Byrd, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate has passed without amend-
ment in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 3179. An act to amend title 40, United 
States Code, to authorize the use of Federal 
supply schedules for the acquisition of law 
enforcement, security, and certain other re-
lated items by State and local governments. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed with an amendment 
a bill of the House of the following 
title: 

H.R. 634. An act to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of veterans who became disabled for life 
while serving in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 

f 

EMERGENCY EXTENDED UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT 
OF 2008 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 5749) to provide for a program of 
emergency unemployment compensa-
tion, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 5749 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2008’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Federal-State agreements. 
Sec. 3. Emergency unemployment com-

pensation account. 
Sec. 4. Payments to States having agree-

ments for the payment of emer-
gency unemployment com-
pensation. 

Sec. 5. Financing provisions. 
Sec. 6. Fraud and overpayments. 
Sec. 7. Definitions. 
Sec. 8. Applicability. 
SEC. 2. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this Act with the Secretary 
of Labor (in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’). Any State which is a party to an 
agreement under this Act may, upon pro-
viding 30 days’ written notice to the Sec-
retary, terminate such agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—Any agree-
ment under subsection (a) shall provide that 
the State agency of the State will make pay-
ments of emergency unemployment com-
pensation to individuals who— 

(1) have exhausted all rights to regular 
compensation under the State law or under 
Federal law with respect to a benefit year 
(excluding any benefit year that ended be-
fore May 1, 2007); 

(2) have no rights to regular compensation 
or extended compensation with respect to a 
week under such law or any other State un-
employment compensation law or to com-
pensation under any other Federal law (ex-
cept as provided under subsection (e)); and 

(3) are not receiving compensation with re-
spect to such week under the unemployment 
compensation law of Canada. 

(c) EXHAUSTION OF BENEFITS.—For purposes 
of subsection (b)(1), an individual shall be 
deemed to have exhausted such individual’s 
rights to regular compensation under a State 
law when— 

(1) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such in-
dividual has received all regular compensa-
tion available to such individual based on 
employment or wages during such individ-
ual’s base period; or 

(2) such individual’s rights to such com-
pensation have been terminated by reason of 
the expiration of the benefit year with re-
spect to which such rights existed. 

(d) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT, ETC.—For 
purposes of any agreement under this Act— 

(1) the amount of emergency unemploy-
ment compensation which shall be payable 
to any individual for any week of total un-
employment shall be equal to the amount of 
the regular compensation (including depend-
ents’ allowances) payable to such individual 
during such individual’s benefit year under 
the State law for a week of total unemploy-
ment; 

(2) the terms and conditions of the State 
law which apply to claims for regular com-
pensation and to the payment thereof shall 
apply to claims for emergency unemploy-
ment compensation and the payment there-
of, except where otherwise inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Act or with the regula-
tions or operating instructions of the Sec-
retary promulgated to carry out this Act; 
and 

(3) the maximum amount of emergency un-
employment compensation payable to any 
individual for whom an emergency unem-
ployment compensation account is estab-
lished under section 3 shall not exceed the 
amount established in such account for such 
individual. 

(e) ELECTION BY STATES.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of Federal law (and if 
State law permits), the Governor of a State 
that is in an extended benefit period may 
provide for the payment of emergency unem-
ployment compensation prior to extended 
compensation to individuals who otherwise 
meet the requirements of this section. 

(f) UNAUTHORIZED ALIENS INELIGIBLE.—A 
State shall require as a condition of eligi-
bility for emergency unemployment com-
pensation under this Act that each alien who 
receives such compensation must be legally 
authorized to work in the United States, as 
defined for purposes of the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act (26 U.S.C. 3301 et seq.). In 
determining whether an alien meets the re-
quirements of this subsection, a State must 
follow the procedures provided in section 
1137(d) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320b–7(d)). 

SEC. 3. EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACCOUNT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under 
this Act shall provide that the State will es-
tablish, for each eligible individual who files 
an application for emergency unemployment 
compensation, an emergency unemployment 
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compensation account with respect to such 
individual’s benefit year. 

(b) AMOUNT IN ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount established in 

an account under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to the lesser of— 

(A) 50 percent of the total amount of reg-
ular compensation (including dependents’ al-
lowances) payable to the individual during 
the individual’s benefit year under such law, 
or 

(B) 13 times the individual’s average week-
ly benefit amount for the benefit year. 

(2) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT.—For purposes 
of this subsection, an individual’s weekly 
benefit amount for any week is the amount 
of regular compensation (including depend-
ents’ allowances) under the State law pay-
able to such individual for such week for 
total unemployment. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this section, if, at the 
time that the individual’s account is ex-
hausted or at any time thereafter, such indi-
vidual’s State is in an extended benefit pe-
riod (as determined under paragraph (2)), 
then, such account shall be augmented by an 
amount equal to the amount originally es-
tablished in such account (as determined 
under subsection (b)(1)). 

(2) EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), a State shall be con-
sidered to be in an extended benefit period, 
as of any given time, if— 

(A) such a period is then in effect for such 
State under the Federal-State Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1970; 

(B) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if section 
203(d) of such Act— 

(i) were applied by substituting ‘‘4’’ for ‘‘5’’ 
each place it appears; and 

(ii) did not include the requirement under 
paragraph (1)(A); or 

(C) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if— 

(i) section 203(f) of such Act were applied to 
such State (regardless of whether the State 
by law had provided for such application); 
and 

(ii) such section 203(f)— 
(I) were applied by substituting ‘‘6.0’’ for 

‘‘6.5’’ in paragraph (1)(A)(i); and 
(II) did not include the requirement under 

paragraph (1)(A)(ii). 
SEC. 4. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS FOR THE PAYMENT OF 
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 
each State that has entered into an agree-
ment under this Act an amount equal to 100 
percent of the emergency unemployment 
compensation paid to individuals by the 
State pursuant to such agreement. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REIMBURSABLE COM-
PENSATION.—No payment shall be made to 
any State under this section in respect of 
any compensation to the extent the State is 
entitled to reimbursement in respect of such 
compensation under the provisions of any 
Federal law other than this Act or chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code. A State shall 
not be entitled to any reimbursement under 
such chapter 85 in respect of any compensa-
tion to the extent the State is entitled to re-
imbursement under this Act in respect of 
such compensation. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums pay-
able to any State by reason of such State 
having an agreement under this Act shall be 
payable, either in advance or by way of reim-
bursement (as may be determined by the 
Secretary), in such amounts as the Secretary 
estimates the State will be entitled to re-
ceive under this Act for each calendar 
month, reduced or increased, as the case may 

be, by any amount by which the Secretary 
finds that the Secretary’s estimates for any 
prior calendar month were greater or less 
than the amounts which should have been 
paid to the State. Such estimates may be 
made on the basis of such statistical, sam-
pling, or other method as may be agreed 
upon by the Secretary and the State agency 
of the State involved. 
SEC. 5. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the extended un-
employment compensation account (as es-
tablished by section 905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1105(a))) of the Unem-
ployment Trust Fund (as established by sec-
tion 904(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1104(a))) 
shall be used for the making of payments to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this Act. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums payable to such State under this Act. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit 
or settlement by the Government Account-
ability Office, shall make payments to the 
State in accordance with such certification, 
by transfers from the extended unemploy-
ment compensation account (as so estab-
lished) to the account of such State in the 
Unemployment Trust Fund (as so estab-
lished). 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO STATES.—There are ap-
propriated out of the employment security 
administration account (as established by 
section 901(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1101(a))) of the Unemployment Trust 
Fund, without fiscal year limitation, such 
funds as may be necessary for purposes of as-
sisting States (as provided in title III of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 501 et seq.)) in 
meeting the costs of administration of agree-
ments under this Act. 

(d) APPROPRIATIONS FOR CERTAIN PAY-
MENTS.—There are appropriated from the 
general fund of the Treasury, without fiscal 
year limitation, to the extended unemploy-
ment compensation account (as so estab-
lished) of the Unemployment Trust Fund (as 
so established) such sums as the Secretary 
estimates to be necessary to make the pay-
ments under this section in respect of— 

(1) compensation payable under chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code; and 

(2) compensation payable on the basis of 
services to which section 3309(a)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 applies. 
Amounts appropriated pursuant to the pre-
ceding sentence shall not be required to be 
repaid. 
SEC. 6. FRAUD AND OVERPAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If an individual know-
ingly has made, or caused to be made by an-
other, a false statement or representation of 
a material fact, or knowingly has failed, or 
caused another to fail, to disclose a material 
fact, and as a result of such false statement 
or representation or of such nondisclosure 
such individual has received an amount of 
emergency unemployment compensation 
under this Act to which he was not entitled, 
such individual— 

(1) shall be ineligible for further emer-
gency unemployment compensation under 
this Act in accordance with the provisions of 
the applicable State unemployment com-
pensation law relating to fraud in connection 
with a claim for unemployment compensa-
tion; and 

(2) shall be subject to prosecution under 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code. 

(b) REPAYMENT.—In the case of individuals 
who have received amounts of emergency un-
employment compensation under this Act to 
which they were not entitled, the State shall 
require such individuals to repay the 
amounts of such emergency unemployment 

compensation to the State agency, except 
that the State agency may waive such repay-
ment if it determines that— 

(1) the payment of such emergency unem-
ployment compensation was without fault on 
the part of any such individual; and 

(2) such repayment would be contrary to 
equity and good conscience. 

(c) RECOVERY BY STATE AGENCY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State agency may re-

cover the amount to be repaid, or any part 
thereof, by deductions from any emergency 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under this Act or from any 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under any State or Federal 
unemployment compensation law adminis-
tered by the State agency or under any other 
Federal law administered by the State agen-
cy which provides for the payment of any as-
sistance or allowance with respect to any 
week of unemployment, during the 3-year pe-
riod after the date such individuals received 
the payment of the emergency unemploy-
ment compensation to which they were not 
entitled, except that no single deduction 
may exceed 50 percent of the weekly benefit 
amount from which such deduction is made. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING.—No repay-
ment shall be required, and no deduction 
shall be made, until a determination has 
been made, notice thereof and an oppor-
tunity for a fair hearing has been given to 
the individual, and the determination has be-
come final. 

(d) REVIEW.—Any determination by a State 
agency under this section shall be subject to 
review in the same manner and to the same 
extent as determinations under the State un-
employment compensation law, and only in 
that manner and to that extent. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the terms ‘‘compensation’’, 
‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘extended com-
pensation’’, ‘‘benefit year’’, ‘‘base period’’, 
‘‘State’’, ‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State law’’, and 
‘‘week’’ have the respective meanings given 
such terms under section 205 of the Federal- 
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note). 
SEC. 8. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), an agreement entered into 
under this Act shall apply to weeks of unem-
ployment— 

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into; and 

(2) ending on or before March 31, 2009. 
(b) TRANSITION FOR AMOUNT REMAINING IN 

ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), in the case of an individual who has 
amounts remaining in an account estab-
lished under section 3 as of the last day of 
the last week (as determined in accordance 
with the applicable State law) ending on or 
before March 31, 2009, emergency unemploy-
ment compensation shall continue to be pay-
able to such individual from such amounts 
for any week beginning after such last day 
for which the individual meets the eligibility 
requirements of this Act. 

(2) LIMIT ON AUGMENTATION.—If the account 
of an individual is exhausted after the last 
day of such last week (as so determined), 
then section 3(c) shall not apply and such ac-
count shall not be augmented under such 
section, regardless of whether such individ-
ual’s State is in an extended benefit period 
(as determined under paragraph (2) of such 
section). 

(3) LIMIT ON COMPENSATION.—No compensa-
tion shall be payable by reason of paragraph 
(1) for any week beginning after June 30, 
2009. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
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New York (Mr. RANGEL) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair now recognizes the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. I would ask unanimous 
consent that at the conclusion of my 
very brief remarks, that my time be 
yielded to Mr. MCDERMOTT who worked 
so desperately hard with Mr. ENGLISH 
to prepare this Congress to do what has 
to be done for a crisis that we hoped we 
would never have to experience. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANGEL. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I stand before you not 

as a Democrat speaking to Repub-
licans, but as an American who recog-
nizes that if I had to think of one of 
the most important assets that our 
country has had, after we talked about 
our flag, our military, our democracy, 
I think that we all would agree it’s our 
middle class. They’re different from 
most people. They’re not recognized 
worldwide. They’re not the rich. 
They’re not the poor. They’re people 
who struggle every day. But it’s their 
dreams, I think, that make us different 
from any other country and any other 
democracy knowing that in this coun-
try there is no glass ceiling. 

And no matter what we accomplish, 
that we could dream for our kids and 
for our grandkids, today, through no 
fault of their own, this dream is being 
shattered. It’s being shattered by the 
deficits. It’s being shattered by war. 
It’s being shattered by losing our kids, 
losing our jobs, losing our hope, in-
creased price of oil; and people are con-
cerned about where do we go from here. 
I suggest to you that no one can chal-
lenge the fact that this country cannot 
go any further than our middle class. 

So it’s up to us to find out how do we 
handle this and how to explain, at a 
time when they’re at most need, not 
just in terms of dollars and cents but 
in hopes that this country is going to 
pull out of this as we have in the past. 

So what did Mr. MCDERMOTT and 
Congressman ENGLISH do? They said no 
matter what happens in this country, 
whether we win or lose, you can depend 
on one thing: We will not give up on 
the American middle class. Now, you 
could talk about deficits and trust 
funds, you could talk about PAYGO, 
you could talk about anything; but 
you’re not going to let this country 
drown because of technicalities. 

The middle class is there when we 
need them. They’re there to consume 
and to buy if they have to. They’re 
there to fight and die in our wars. And 
now comes an opportunity where we 
come here together and we say it’s not 
much, we’ve got to struggle to repair 
the economic damage, but in the mean-
time, those of you who have worked 
every day, those of you who we’ve not 
said ‘‘thank you’’ to, we’re saying that 
we’re going to be there because 

through no fault of your own, our coun-
try has let you down. 

I yield back for the technical things, 
but I do hope when we get back home 
that all of us can say, We didn’t do ev-
erything that we wanted to, but at the 
time this bill came up for suspension, 
we were there for you. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, before I begin my re-
marks, first I want to say on behalf of 
all of my colleagues our thoughts and 
prayers are with our good friend and 
distinguished ranking member of the 
House Ways and Means Committee, 
Congressman JIM MCCRERY. Mr. 
MCCRERY is not with us today, and he 
and his family mourn the untimely 
passing of JIM’s sister. Our thoughts 
are with Congressman MCCRERY and 
his entire family. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand here in support 
of extending unemployment benefits, 
and I have sponsored legislation to ac-
complish that goal. All Republican 
members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee supported extending benefits 
when our committee considered this 
legislation in April. But today I rise in 
opposition to the legislation that’s be-
fore the House today which includes a 
radical departure from long-standing 
Federal policy when it comes to the 
balance between work and extended 
benefits. And I am especially opposed 
to the cynical election-year maneu-
vering reflected in how the House is 
considering this important issue today. 

Federal law since 1981 has required at 
least 20 weeks of work before collecting 
Federal-extended benefits. The tem-
porary program created in 2002 contin-
ued this commonsense policy. I believe 
requiring at least 20 weeks of work to 
qualify for Federal extended unemploy-
ment benefits is perfectly fair, but the 
majority of Democrats do not. So the 
legislation before us today makes a 
radical departure from 27 years of Fed-
eral policy by striking the common-
sense 20-week work requirement. 

Ironically, nearly every Democratic 
Member in the House supported this 
same requirement as part of the tem-
porary program Congress created in 
2002. Yet today, without a single hear-
ing on this topic, this legislation would 
strike that sensible long-standing re-
quirement. 

So under this legislation, some indi-
viduals will receive 12 months of total 
unemployment benefits after having 
worked for as little as 2 weeks in some 
cases before being laid off. Does the 
majority think that this is fair to tax-
payers to pay 12 months of unemploy-
ment benefits in exchange for less than 
1 month of work? 

Since the 1930s, unemployment bene-
fits have been paid to those strongly 
attached to the workforce. That’s the 
logic behind expecting at least 20 
weeks of work before layoff for those 
who go on to collect Federal-extended 
benefits. It is not too much to expect 
someone who has worked for at least 20 

weeks to collect up to 12 months of un-
employment benefits. 

What makes this worse, this legisla-
tion is being considered under rules 
that prevent any opportunities for 
amendments, that prevent any oppor-
tunities for substitutes or other ave-
nues to correct what we believe is a se-
rious error in this radical approach. 

The way this bill is being considered 
is under a process usually reserved for 
naming post offices and honoring 
sports teams. In the past 2 years, this 
House has named 87 post offices using 
this process, and today by using this 
same process, House majority leaders 
trivialize the important issue of ex-
tending unemployment benefits to 
those who are hurting. And it didn’t 
have to be this way. 

Every Republican on the Ways and 
Means Committee supported extending 
unemployment benefits in some fash-
ion 2 months ago. And I suspect almost 
every Member of this House shares 
that view today. The only disagree-
ment involves whether there should be 
a minimum work requirement, among 
other important details. 

But 2 months, again that’s 2 months 
after this so-called emergency legisla-
tion was considered in the Ways and 
Means Committee, here we are 2 
months later with the Majority’s 
flawed take-it-or-leave-it approach. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize many work-
ers are hurting. I continue to support 
extending help to those who need it 
most. Unfortunately, the bill before us 
insists on paying extended unemploy-
ment benefits even to those who have 
worked for only a fraction of the time 
they will collect benefits. 

This radical policy is a departure 
from current law, a 27-year-old bipar-
tisan policy, and that’s simply not 
right. And the way this legislation is 
being considered is an affront to all 
Americans. This bill was brought di-
rectly to the floor without as much as 
a hearing in committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a letter here 
from the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent stating the President’s position. 
The administration strongly opposes 
this legislation, H.R. 5479, and they 
state that if it were presented to the 
President, the senior advisers would 
recommend that he veto the bill. 

I place it into the RECORD at this 
time. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, June 11, 2008. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY—H.R. 
5749—EMERGENCY EXTENDED UNEMPLOY-
MENT COMPENSATION ACT OF 2008—(REP. 
MCDERMOTT (D) WASHINGTON AND 36 CO-
SPONSORS) 
The Administration is deeply committed 

to continually fostering an environment 
where every American who wants a job has a 
job. The Administration believes the best 
way to help workers is to create an environ-
ment that encourages job creation and to 
promote effective job training. To accom-
plish these goals, the Administration urges 
Congress to create more opportunities for 
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American exporters by passing the pending 
free trade agreements with Colombia, Pan-
ama, and South Korea, make permanent the 
President’s tax cuts that will expire over the 
next two years, and reform and reauthorize 
the Trade Adjustment Assistance program 
and the Workforce Investment Act. The Ad-
ministration looks forward to continuing to 
work with Congress to enact these important 
measures. However, the Administration 
strongly opposes H.R. 5749. If H.R. 5749 were 
presented to the President, his senior advi-
sors would recommend that he veto the bill. 

This legislation raises several concerns. 
First, although the unemployment rate has 
recently risen, it remains below the levels 
historically relied on to justify a federally fi-
nanced extension of unemployment benefits. 
The last initiation of temporary extended 
benefits was in 2002 amidst the unprece-
dented events surrounding September 11, 
2001. Other than that special case, extensions 
have generally been granted only when the 
unemployment rate was notably higher than 
it is today, at or above 7 percent. 

Second, this bill would allow the payment 
of up to 13 extra weeks of benefits in every 
State, even though some of those States 
have unemployment rates as low as 2.6 per-
cent. At present, a majority of States have 
unemployment rates at or below 5 percent, 
and it is fiscally irresponsible to provide 
extra benefits in States with low unemploy-
ment rates. In States with higher unemploy-
ment rates, the Federal-State extended bene-
fits program already can provide up to 13 ad-
ditional weeks of benefits to workers who 
have exhausted their regular unemployment 
insurance benefits. As many economists have 
noted, the counterproductive result of a 
broad extension of benefits would be that re-
cipients may remain unemployed for slightly 
longer than they would have otherwise. 

Third, this bill does not contain an impor-
tant provision found in previous Federal ex-
tensions and the permanent Federal-State 
extended benefits law that assures the ben-
efit extension is paid only to individuals who 
have demonstrated a serious attachment to 
the labor force. Since 1981, individuals must 
have 20 weeks of full-time employment to 
qualify for extended unemployment benefits. 
Under this bill, individuals who have worked 
as little as two weeks could qualify for up to 
52 weeks of total unemployment benefits. 
This violates the longstanding requirement 
that extended benefits should be for Ameri-
cans with meaningful work histories. 

Fourth, for purposes of determining wheth-
er a State is considered a ‘‘high unemploy-
ment’’ State in which an extra 13 weeks of 
benefits is payable (for a total of 26 weeks of 
additional benefits), this proposal would use 
a total unemployment rate of 6 percent as 
the trigger for State eligibility. This is, his-
torically, a relatively low number for justi-
fying a full year or more of unemployment 
benefits. 

As an alternative to these ill-targeted and 
costly measures, the Administration could 
support legislation that would offer a 13- 
week extension of Federally financed unem-
ployment benefits to high-unemployment 
States alone. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this bill so that 
it can be brought back under a rule 
that allows the House to work its will 
and provides an opportunity to include 
a commonsense work requirement that 
does not pay a full year of benefits to 
someone who may have worked for as 
little as 2 weeks. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I want to thank Chairman RANGEL 
for his leadership on behalf of the 
American people. 

Every Member in the House is elected 
by the people, and today we’re going to 
find out if Members remember who 
they work for. 

Before us is H.R. 5749, legislation I 
introduced because it’s time the gov-
ernment work for the people and ex-
tend a helping hand to those who need 
a break. Contrary to what you have 
just heard, this bill was heard in the 
committee, was voted on in the com-
mittee, and three members of the Re-
publican Party voted to move it out of 
the Ways and Means Committee. It was 
contained in the supplemental bill, and 
everybody in the House has had an op-
portunity to vote on it and discuss it. 
We are repassing it for the second time. 

Now, this legislation should pass 
without a single vote against it. And 
that’s why it was put on the supple-
mental on the suspension calendar. No 
Member who’s read a newspaper or 
spent any time in a congressional dis-
trict talking to constituents lately 
could possibly miss the fact that the 
economy is in serious trouble and so 
are millions of Americans, and it will 
just keep getting worse until we act. 

Last Friday we saw the largest one- 
month jump in the unemployment rate 
in 22 years. Now does anyone doubt the 
gravity of that situation? Across 
America the unemployment rate is ris-
ing. It’s over 7 percent in Michigan and 
above 6 percent in Alaska and a half a 
dozen other States. 

Eighteen percent of the unemployed 
in this country have not been able to 
find a job for at least 6 months. They 
have exhausted all of their benefits. 
And that is what this bill deals with. 
Everywhere you look, people are wor-
ried about their home and their family 
and their future. And no one feels safe 
no matter where they are. 

The economy has been claimed by 
the Iraq war. This wasteful, needless 
war has undermined our economy and 
put it on a deep, steep downward slide. 
Devastating energy and food prices 
have made the American people be up 
against the wall when businesses are 
shedding jobs to cope. It’s been this 
way for months, and it’s time for some 
relief. 

b 1530 
The White House has been fighting, 

and as Mr. WELLER says, they’ve sent 
down from the administration a letter 
already saying they’re going to veto it. 
Well, that’s the administration. What 
do you expect out of that place? 

This bill would provide 13 weeks of 
extended unemployment benefits to all 
States where people have exhausted 
their regular unemployment. It gives 
another 13 weeks in States where the 
unemployment rate is above 6 percent. 

The usual UI benefit is less than $300 
a week. That’s poverty level assistance 
for a family struggling in an economy 
when gasoline is $4 a gallon. 

There is not a congressional district 
in this country that isn’t feeling the ef-

fects of this downturn. Every Member 
in this Chamber has constituents who 
need help, and they are the workers we 
are working for, presumably. 

This bill is a lifeboat to the Amer-
ican people to stay afloat during in-
creasingly tough economic times. Any-
body who votes against this bill is vot-
ing against reality. They are denying 
it. 

Now, sometimes the American people 
watch this session out of interest, but 
today, they’re watching because 
there’s an urgent need to receive some 
help. 

This issue of the 20 weeks is being 
held up as the reason why I’m going to 
vote against it. The Labor Department 
analyzed the fact that that unduly af-
fects low-wage workers and women be-
cause they work part-time. 

We hear that if you work 2 weeks you 
can get a year’s benefits. Are you say-
ing that the Governor of Illinois or the 
Governor of Michigan or the Governor 
of Pennsylvania is stupid and he’s just 
throwing money out the window? 
These are qualified by the State-level 
people, and you know you can’t give 
me one example of any place—people 
say Oregon, if you work 2 weeks in Or-
egon, you somehow are going to get a 
year’s benefits for 2 weeks. There is no 
State in the Union where that is true. 
Give me one example. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, I would note that most House Re-
publicans and the administration have 
stated that we all support an extension 
of unemployment benefits. In fact, the 
letter we just placed in the RECORD 
says the administration would sign 
into law a 13-week extension that is 
targeted, providing the extended bene-
fits that we all would like to see. 

Mr. Speaker, as I prepare to yield to 
my good friend from Michigan, I would 
note that, again, the legislation before 
us is a radical change which eliminates 
the 20-week work requirement to qual-
ify for a full 12 months of unemploy-
ment benefits, and that’s why it’s im-
portant we debate it, and that’s why I 
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

With that, I yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentlelady from the State of 
Michigan. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and, Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this legis-
lation. 

There certainly is no question that 
the American economy is struggling, 
and that is certainly true for my home 
State of Michigan. Michigan working 
families have been hit very, very hard 
by the restructuring, the economic 
transition that’s happening in the do-
mestic auto industry which has cost 
thousands of jobs and closing of fac-
tories. 

A collapse in the housing market and 
skyrocketing gas prices have restricted 
mobility, making it much more dif-
ficult for people to find work. 

And some would argue against this 
bill by saying that it’s an impediment 
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to urging people to actually find work. 
I would say that argument is nonsense. 
People cannot find work if they can’t 
even sell their house. People cannot 
travel long distances to find a job if 
they can’t afford $4 per gallon for gaso-
line. People cannot find a job if there 
are no jobs to be found. 

This legislation will provide all un-
employed workers 13 extra weeks of 
benefits as a bridge to better times, 
and it will give workers in hard-hit 
areas, like my home State of Michigan, 
an additional 13 weeks beyond that. 

I believe that this is a very appro-
priate and compassionate action for 
this Congress to take, and I urge all of 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this critical legislation. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material into the 
RECORD on H.R. 5749. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. I would also like 

to enter into the RECORD a letter from 
the National Governors Association 
dated May 1, 2008, asking us to extend 
unemployment benefits to exhausted 
unemployment enrollees. 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, May 1, 2008. 

Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES B. RANGEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Finance, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. JIM MCCRERY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and 

Means, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS, SENATOR GRASS-
LEY, CHAIRMAN RANGEL AND REPRESENTATIVE 
MCCRERY: On behalf of the nation’s gov-
ernors, we write to express our support for 
an extension of unemployment benefits and 
to request federal assistance for states to 
serve a growing number of jobless individ-
uals. 

In the last month, 36 states experienced an 
increase in the unemployment rate. The na-
tional unemployment rate increased to 5.1 
percent in March 2008. Most notable, how-
ever, is the significant number of individuals 
that are unemployed for 27 weeks or longer, 
thus exhausting all unemployment benefits. 
Today, approximately 16.7 percent of jobless 
individuals are experiencing long-term un-
employment compared to approximately 11 
percent at the beginning of the last reces-
sion. 

Beginning in 1935, a federal-state partner-
ship was formed to create an unemployment 
program that would provide a core stabi-
lizing function during economic downturns 
through short-term income support for job-
less individuals. In prior recessions including 
the economic downturn that began in 2001, 
Congress and the Administration utilized the 
program to extend unemployment benefits 
to jobless individuals. 

At the same time, any proposal to extend 
unemployment benefits must also address 

the reality that states need additional re-
sources to administer unemployment claims 
for a larger number of individuals for a 
longer period of time. This year alone, states 
may have to administer an average of nearly 
400,000 unemployment insurance claims with-
out federal funding. Federal support is need-
ed by state employment and workforce agen-
cies to administer increased initial unem-
ployment claims, to support weekly unem-
ployment benefits, and to provide employ-
ment and training services. 

Given the current economic indicators and 
historical precedent, governors believe it is 
prudent and appropriate for Congress and the 
Administration to enact a temporary feder-
ally funded extension of unemployment in-
surance benefits and to provide a sufficient 
increase in funding for states to assist job-
less individuals during this period of eco-
nomic slowdown. 

We stand ready to work with you and 
thank you for your leadership on this issue 
of national importance. 

Sincerely, 
GOVERNOR DONALD L. 

CARCIERI, 
Chair, Education, 

Early Childhood and 
Workforce Com-
mittee. 

GOVERNOR BRAD HENRY, 
Vice Chair, Education, 

Early Childhood and 
Workforce Com-
mittee. 

I now yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. It’s estimated that 4 mil-
lion workers, 4 million, would be eligi-
ble under this unemployment exten-
sion, over 1 million who have already 
exhausted and 3 million in the future. 

You know, in previous downturns 
when there were unemployment offices 
giving out checks, we could go there 
and we could talk to the people. That’s 
no longer true in most States, but we 
should not let the absence of real faces 
blur our vision in Washington. 

If you had the 4 million people line 
up, it would extend from Washington, 
D.C., to Denver, Colorado, and we 
should not differentiate as to what 
State they live in. If they’ve exhausted 
their benefits, they should be eligible. 

Mr. WELLER says targeted, that’s 
over 6 percent. It leaves out a majority 
of those who have exhausted their ben-
efits. It’s not targeted. It’s ruthless. 
It’s ruthless. It doesn’t take into ac-
count the lives of people. 

We saw the biggest increase in 20 
years last night, from 5 to 5.5 percent. 
When President Bush signed the exten-
sion in 2002, it was 5.7. So you’re going 
to stand up here now and quibble be-
cause of a difference of two-tenths of 1 
percent, you don’t want to extend ben-
efits. 

The 20-week thing is a Trojan horse. 
It’s another excuse not to step up to 
the plate. 

This is not a political issue. This is a 
people’s issue. The exhaustion rate is 
the highest it’s been at the beginning 
of the past five recessions. I urge on a 
bipartisan basis the passage of this bill. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I would note the previous speaker 

referred to 6 percent as being ruthless. 
That’s actually the formula in the ma-
jority Democrats’ bill. So it was inter-
esting that he criticized his own bill. 

I would also note to my good friend 
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) 
that Illinois is actually a State in 
which someone can work 2 weeks and 
actually, under the legislation that’s 
before us, obtain 39 weeks of unemploy-
ment benefits. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
Mr. BRADY. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
economically, our Nation is a Nation of 
thirds. One-third of our States face 
steep economic challenges, one-third 
are chugging along with their tradi-
tional economies, and one-third are en-
joying strong job growth and, in fact, 
record low unemployment. 

This measure is well-intended. 
There’s no question about it. But com-
passion isn’t enough. Jobs are what is 
needed. 

Instead of targeting workers in the 
struggling States that need both help 
with their bills and, more importantly, 
a new job, this measure provides no job 
training, no hope to laid off workers, 
workers that I know don’t want a 
handout. They want an opportunity for 
a job that they can raise their families 
on. They want an opportunity for new 
skills. They want opportunities. 

And like many one-size-fits-all Wash-
ington programs, this bill unneces-
sarily drains the precious unemploy-
ment trust fund an extra $8 billion by 
not targeting the help to the States 
and the workers who need it the most. 

For hardworking Americans, though, 
what is most troubling is that this bill 
abandons the minimum work require-
ment that has, in the past, prevented 
the unscrupulous from gaming the sys-
tem. By throwing out this reasonable 
requirement, that you actually have a 
real job before you get job benefits, 
people in some States can work as lit-
tle as 2 weeks and receive government 
paychecks for 1 year. 

Most Americans do the opposite. We 
work for a year, then we receive 2 
weeks of vacation. In this bill, it’s the 
opposite, 2 weeks of work and a year of 
Federal aid. And in fact, while it’s been 
questioned that that isn’t the case, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, 4 States allow you to work as 
little as 1 week under some cir-
cumstances to receive benefits. 

And what’s unfortunate, who will pay 
the benefits that have been gamed? 
Hardworking American taxpayers who 
are struggling to make ends meet with 
record fuel prices because this Congress 
refuses to act to open up our resources 
and take more responsibility for Amer-
ica’s own energy needs. 

In conclusion, helping workers who 
need it the most, helping them find 
new jobs and stopping the gaming of 
our Federal aid is a bipartisan goal. 
Unfortunately, this bill fails on all 
counts. 
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Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank Mr. MCDERMOTT for 
yielding and for bringing this nec-
essary piece of legislation to us today. 

It is basic, it is common sense, it is 
the right thing to do. People are call-
ing out. They’re crying out for help. 

They ask, where is the Federal Gov-
ernment? Where is Congress? Which 
side is the government on? What are 
you doing to help the unemployed, peo-
ple who lost their jobs? It’s not their 
fault. What are you doing to help those 
in need, those who need a helping 
hand? What are you doing and doing 
now? 

Mr. Speaker, some of us may not re-
member this, or maybe we never had to 
do it, but just a few short years ago, 
many people in this country washed 
their clothes at night and hung them 
up to a heater or to the fireplace so 
they could dry and wear them to work 
the next morning. I wonder if we’re 
headed back to that reality. People 
need help and they need it now. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, it’s interesting as we debate this 
legislation that some have criticized 
targeted help for those who we would 
like to provide extended unemploy-
ment benefits for, and of course, the 
bill before us actually targets the final 
13 weeks of a year’s worth of unem-
ployment benefits with a 6 percent 
trigger, and it’s also interesting that a 
senior member of the Ways and Means 
Committee from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, 
labels that 6 percent trigger for that 
targeted approach ‘‘ruthless,’’ a de-
scription that he uses to describe his 
own legislation. I would not use that 
word. 

Before further debating the legisla-
tion which eliminates the 20-week 
work requirement for extended unem-
ployment benefits, Mr. Speaker, can 
you tell us how much time we have re-
maining on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois has 8 minutes. The 
gentleman from Washington has 9 min-
utes. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California and 
a senior Republican in the House Ways 
and Means Committee, Mr. HERGER. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, like ev-
eryone else in this Chamber, I’m con-
cerned about rising unemployment, but 
this legitimate concern does not justify 
Congress making poor policy. 

I’m concerned that H.R. 5749 signifi-
cantly departs from the long-standing 
Federal policy that workers should 
have meaningful employment before 
collecting extended unemployment 
benefits. By excluding the minimum 20 
weeks of work requirement, this legis-
lation would allow someone with as lit-
tle as 2 weeks of work to qualify for up 
to 52 weeks of unemployment benefits. 
This moves away from the core purpose 
of unemployment benefits and towards 
a welfare-like system. 

In addition, such expansive benefits 
may force States to raise payroll taxes, 
resulting in slower job creation and 
further squeezing workers’ wages. This 
won’t help current workers or unem-
ployed workers in search of new jobs. 

I believe expecting at least 20 weeks 
of work in exchange for 52 weeks of un-
employment benefit is fair to U.S. 
workers and would limit any negative 
impact on job growth and workers’ in-
come. 

Unfortunately, today’s legislation 
doesn’t include this common-sense re-
quirement, even though Democratic 
Members were nearly unanimous in 
supporting this requirement in the leg-
islation creating the 2002–2004 tem-
porary extended benefits program. 
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As a result, while I’m concerned for 
workers in my district and across the 
Nation during this period of economic 
uncertainty, I must oppose this legisla-
tion and urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ so we can bring this bill back to 
the floor in a form that all Members 
can support. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 5749. The 
CBO, or the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, recently found that extending un-
employment benefits is one of the most 
cost-effective, fastest acting forms of 
economic stimulus. As a matter of fact, 
it’s estimated that every dollar spent 
on unemployment insurance boasts the 
economy by $1.64. 

My friends, this is a systemic prob-
lem. This is not a footnote; this is not 
an ad lib; this is not something as an 
addendum. We need to face this prob-
lem head on. Forty percent of unem-
ployed workers in 11 States have al-
ready exhausted their unemployment 
insurance. In New Jersey, it’s projected 
that nearly 153,000 workers will deplete 
their regular unemployment benefits 
between now and the next several 
months. There are the unemployed. 
There are those that are under-
employed, who have sought work, have 
found no work, they find themselves 
relegated to no States whatsoever. How 
dare anyone question this legislation 
while people are unemployed! 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, as we continue to debate this rad-
ical change, which eliminates the 20- 
week work requirement to be eligible 
for 12 months of unemployment bene-
fits, I’m happy to yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Republican whip of 
the House, Mr. BLUNT of Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

I, too, share the concerns that, for all 
the time that the House has dealt with 
this whole issue of extended unemploy-
ment benefits going back to 1981, we 
have never before left this up to the 
States to decide how this Federal 
money would be spent. By, in the past, 
saying that you had to meet the 20- 

week requirement, at least every State 
had the same situation that they dealt 
with. 

I would also like to point out, Mr. 
Speaker, that this bill is being consid-
ered under a procedure known as sus-
pension of the rules. Of course you 
know that, Mr. Speaker, but everyone 
who listens to this debate may not. 
Usually that procedure is used for non-
controversial matters. By putting it 
under a suspension of the rules, the so- 
called PAYGO requirement that the 
majority has talked about and 
trumpeted as fiscal discipline doesn’t. 
That’s a requirement where you pay 
for these benefits with a bill you bring 
to the floor. The roughly $10 billion 
cost of this bill is just being added to 
the deficit. 

As we’re well aware, a group of 
Democrats known as the ‘‘Blue Dogs’’ 
has been particularly strong in advo-
cating this PAYGO arrangement, yet 
apparently they’re not going to oppose 
this bill. And the reason appears to me 
to be quite revealing. This morning’s 
CQ Today quotes one of the Blue Dog 
leaders as saying that PAYGO should 
not apply because it’s only a tem-
porary bill. The Member said it’s not a 
bill that’s forever, like the GI benefits 
bill, it’s a short-term thing. So that 
means, I guess, that temporary spend-
ing increases don’t have to be offset. 
Yet these same Blue Dogs have forced 
the House to pass billions of dollars in 
tax increases to extend current tem-
porary tax provisions, like the research 
provisions, the development provisions, 
or the alternative minimum tax patch 
that we’ve been able to use to prevent 
more people from falling into that tax 
trap for some years, or the continu-
ation of being able to deduct local and 
State sales taxes. 

As I’ve said many times, the PAYGO 
provision is a tool that’s used to pro-
mote tax increases. But every time the 
majority wants to figure out how to 
get around it, they seem to be able to 
figure out how to get around it, and 
they have with this bill today. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, what I 
find most intriguing about this discus-
sion is that those who are unemployed, 
to get this benefit, paid for this insur-
ance policy. This is their money. When 
times were good, they put money away 
to unemployment insurance. And when 
times are bad, they get their insurance 
premiums back, known as unemploy-
ment benefits. It is as simple as that. 
This is their money, those who are un-
employed. 

Second, as my colleagues on the 
other side have forced through and 
agreed to spend $48 billion of U.S. tax-
payer money to rebuild Iraq—their 
roads, their bridges, their schools, 
their hospitals—but when it comes to 
Americans, to give them their unem-
ployment insurance, there isn’t any 
money in the system; you’re breaking 
the bank; you can’t afford it. 
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To those who want to advocate 

spending 13 years, 10 years, a decade, as 
long as it takes in Iraq, I find it ironic 
they find 13 weeks of additional unem-
ployment insurance to help a family 
get through a bump economically as 
too much and too long. 

Mr. Speaker, 8 years is too long for 
George Bush’s economic policies. It’s 
right to give these people the economic 
security they’ve earned and put away. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, as we continue to debate this legis-
lation which eliminates the 20-week 
work requirement to qualify for up to 
12 months of unemployment benefits, I 
would ask, Mr. Speaker, how much 
time remains on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois has 31⁄2 minutes. 
The gentleman from Washington has 7 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I will reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Mrs. JONES). 

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
here we are, June 2008. How many peo-
ple do you know are unemployed? How 
many people do you know who have 
been walking, looking for a job, need 
an opportunity, can’t figure out how 
they’re going to pay for gas that costs 
$4 a gallon, milk that costs $3.50, a loaf 
of bread that costs $3? How many peo-
ple do you know like that? 

Why not extend unemployment? Why 
not give these folks an opportunity? 
They were hardworking people. They 
were part of the working class of Amer-
ica, and now are locked out and left 
out of the process. 

In my own congressional district, 
there is a community where the unem-
ployment rate is 11 percent. They want 
to go back to work. What a boom to 
the economy. Give some unemploy-
ment benefits to some folks, let them 
go spend some money and take care of 
their families. If only the Congress 
would do that today, what a significant 
opportunity we would have to bring 
some people out of a morass back into 
an opportunity to do well. 

Pass this legislation, ladies and gen-
tlemen. It’s the right thing to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to first thank Chairman 
RANGEL and Ranking Member MCCRERY for 
their diligent work to bring this legislation to 
the Floor. Additionally I would like to thank the 
Chair of the Subcommittee on Income Security 
and Family Support, JIM MCDERMOTT and 
Ranking Member WELLER for their leadership 
on this issue. 

In our teetering economy it is often the un-
employed who suffer the most, and it is time 
that Congress take a stand for our Nation’s 
unemployed. The unemployment rate surged 
to 5.5 percent from 5.0 percent—the biggest 
one-month jump in more than two decades 
(since February 1986) and climbing to the 
highest level in nearly four years (October 
2004). 

These are American workers in the most 
vulnerable position—often not able to put food 
on the table for their families on a consistent 
basis. And I will state as I did before we com-
pleted the first stimulus package, that we must 
not forgot those who are not able to find work. 

My State of Ohio does not meet the test 
under the current formula for an extension of 
unemployment benefits. But there are various 
parts of Ohio, including my hometown of 
Cleveland which may by definition have over 
6 percent unemployment. In Ohio, the unem-
ployment rate has gone from 4.5 percent to 
5.3 percent during the Bush Administration. In 
Cuyahoga County, unemployment is currently 
at 6.4 percent. Sadly, there are cities within 
my districts whose numbers are even higher 
than that. Mere technicalities mean nothing 
when you cannot pay rent. 

This condition is prevalent in many areas 
around the country. Many of these workers 
have been displaced by the sweeping tide of 
globalization and are having a hard time find-
ing new employment, or training to transition 
to a different type of job in our new economy. 
Mr. Speaker we must not forget these Ameri-
cans. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished Republican leader of the 
House, Mr. BOEHNER of Ohio. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Let me thank my 
colleague from Illinois for yielding 
time and make clear that I want to 
vote for a bill that extends unemploy-
ment benefits to those who have been 
laid off in areas where we have high un-
employment. But the bill before us is 
not targeted at States where we’ve 
seen the spike in unemployment. I 
mean, we’ve got an unemployment rate 
in Oklahoma, as an example, of about 
2.6 percent, or maybe you could go to, 
I think it’s South Dakota, where the 
unemployment rate is about 2.4 per-
cent. Yet, under this bill, it’s a Federal 
mandate one-size-fits-all for all 50 
States. I just think that if we’re going 
to be serious about spending taxpayer 
money, we ought to target that money 
to those areas where we have high un-
employment and where people need our 
help. 

The bill also eliminates the require-
ment that individuals put in at least 20 
weeks of work to collect extended un-
employment benefits. And when this 
was put into the law, and when we ex-
tended this law in 2002, almost all the 
Democrat members voted to do this. 
And what it means is that some people 
could work as little as 2 weeks and re-
ceive up to 52 weeks of unemployment 
benefits. I don’t think that’s neither 
reasonable, nor is it a good use of lim-
ited taxpayer resources. 

I’m open to extending unemployment 
benefits, but I think this bill that we 
have before us falls far short of what 
we need to do. It’s neither fair to un-
employed workers who truly need our 
help, nor to taxpayers who are going to 
fund it. 

I think we can do better. And before 
we send a final version of this bill to 
the President, I hope that we do better. 
And I hope we will work in a bipartisan 
way to come to an agreement to extend 

unemployment benefits in a reason-
able, responsible way. But in the mean-
time, this bill is not the answer, and I 
would urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, to 
correct something that has just been 
said on the floor, I understand that 
someone may not have read the bill. 
There is no mandate in this bill that 
any State has to do anything. They can 
enter into an agreement with the Fed-
eral Government and take this money. 
They are not forced to do anything. 
And I’m sure every smart Governor 
will figure out what to do. 

I yield 1 minute to Ms. BERKLEY from 
Nevada. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress has taken several steps to shore 
up the Nation’s economy, including 
passage of the economic stimulus bill 
that provided millions of Americans 
with rebate checks and measures to 
help homeowners struggling to stay in 
their homes. This legislation is an im-
portant next step. 

The once recession-proof economy of 
my district of Las Vegas has not been 
spared the effects of this downturn. In 
fact, Nevada has been hit harder than 
any other State by the foreclosure cri-
sis, and currently our unemployment 
rate is above the national average. 

With gas prices and the cost of food 
skyrocketing, fewer visitors are com-
ing to Las Vegas. That means that 
more workers are going to be laid off. 
It is, therefore, absolutely critical that 
Congress step up and pass an extension 
of unemployment benefits. 

I support the bill we are considering 
today because it will help thousands of 
hardworking Nevadans get by until the 
situation improves and they can return 
to work. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, how much time remains on each 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 21⁄2 minutes. The gentleman 
from Washington has 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
I thank the gentleman for yielding and 
appreciate the committee bringing this 
bill to the floor. 

It is just so fundamental that one of 
the times when government should 
step in and lend a family a hand is 
when that family, through no fault of 
their own, has lost their job. The dif-
ference is whether or not that family 
will be able to maintain and hold on to 
their home, to their car, to their kids’ 
education, to provide the wherewithal 
for their children. And for millions of 
Americans, that’s what’s happened. 
And since they’ve lost that job, they 
have also exhausted their unemploy-
ment benefits that has enabled them to 
keep their head barely above water. 
They’re gone looking for jobs, they’ve 
gone looking for work. They’ve tried to 
retrain. They still haven’t been able to 
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secure the employment because this is 
a terrible market for employment. 

What we need to do is to extend those 
unemployment benefits to those fami-
lies so that they can hold themselves 
together. It should not be a policy in 
this country that when you lose your 
job through no fault of your own, that 
you crash to the ground, you lose your 
home, you lose your kids’ education, 
and you start all over again. It’s not 
good for the economy, it’s horrible for 
these families, and it’s wrong for this 
government not to take every step we 
can to prevent that. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Well, Mr. 
Speaker, once again, I want to state 
that I believe the vast majority of 
Members of this House overwhelmingly 
support extension of unemployment 
benefits for those who need help. We’re 
debating the legislation before us that 
makes a radical change in qualifying 
for unemployment benefits. In fact, 
you can work as little as 2 weeks and 
obtain up to 52 weeks of unemployment 
benefits in the State of Illinois under 
their current policy if this legislation 
were to become law. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
hard for me to understand why the gen-
tleman from Illinois keeps bringing up 
his own State as an example of wasting 
money and he has never brought any 
legislation to fix what their stupid leg-
islature has done. He is acting as 
though the people in his own State 
don’t know what they’re doing. 

Now, if somebody works, money is 
paid into the fund. If they work for a 
week in one quarter and a week in an-
other quarter, it is possible that they 
might get $20 or some minimal benefit. 
To imply that working 2 weeks you get 
$400 a week, as you do in the State of 
Washington, for 26 weeks or 52 weeks is 
simply misleading, and he knows it. 

b 1600 

I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you again, Dr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. ENGLISH, and all of 
those that I know everybody in this 
House is sensitive to the plight that 
these unfortunate, hardworking people 
find themselves. All I can suggest, from 
a very political point of view, is that at 
some point when we get home, some-
body is going to ask us how did we 
vote? And as they put together their 
budgets and try to figure out the rent, 
the mortgages, the tuition, the gas 
prices, I just hope that you perfect the 
arguments of those of you that oppose 
this bill in such a way that you expect 
they would understand what the heck 
you are talking about. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I note with some humor my good 
friend from Washington State’s com-
ments about whether or not I proposed 
legislation to right the wrong that I 
have been raising. Actually, existing 
law for extending benefits requires 20 
weeks’ worth. So there is no need for 

legislation to maintain existing law. 
What is important to point out is that 
this legislation eliminates that 20- 
week work requirement in order to 
qualify for 52 weeks of unemployment 
benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, what 
is the remaining time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 21⁄2 min-
utes. The gentleman from Illinois has 
11⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield 30 seconds 
to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. I want to read, Mr. 
WELLER, the metropolitan areas with 
unemployment above 6 percent that 
would be left out under your so-called 
targeting, Danville, Illinois, these are 
among many, and Kankakee and Rock-
ford. I just picked those three out. And 
it is unconscionable for you to say—— 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Will the 
gentleman from Michigan yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will yield on your time. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Do you 

agree that the 6 percent that you are 
talking about is the 6 percent trigger 
that—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. No, no. The 6 percent is 
the trigger for the additional 13 weeks, 
not for the basic 15 weeks. You mis-
state—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

The gentleman’s time has expired. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. To Mr. HOYER 

from Maryland I yield the remaining 
time. We have the right to close, how-
ever, I think. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois has 11⁄2 minutes. 
The gentleman from Washington has 2 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, just so we fully understand, it is my 
understanding that the distinguished 
majority leader is going to close for 
the majority and that I have 1 minute 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 11⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WELLER from Illinois. So I 
should do my close on our side and 
then Mr. HOYER will close for the ma-
jority. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, sometimes in debate positions are 
mischaracterized. But I think it is im-
portant to point out—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to recognize Mr. HOYER first, and 
then let you come, and then I will 
close. 

We got our wires crossed. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Maryland for 1 minute. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend from 
Washington State for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, for the last 71⁄2 years, 
the President and members of his ad-
ministration have claimed that the 
American economy is doing just fine. 
And in December, President Bush said, 
‘‘The economy is pretty good. There 
are definitely some storm clouds and 
concerns, but the underpinning is 
good.’’ 

But the reality, of course, that we 
have seen is far different, particularly 
for American workers. 

Just last Friday, the Labor Depart-
ment reported that the unemployment 
rate jumped one-half of 1 percent, from 
5 percent to 5.5 percent. Now to some of 
us, perhaps that is simply a statistic. 
For some families, it is a crisis. This is 
the largest 1-month increase in unem-
ployment in 22 years, or said a dif-
ferent way, until the 6th year of the 
Reagan administration. 

Our economy has actually lost jobs 
each of the last 5 months, a loss of 
some 325,000 jobs since the first of the 
year. In fact, this administration has 
created about 3.6 million jobs over the 
last 71⁄2 years, as opposed to 20 million 
plus jobs under the Clinton administra-
tion, or under Clinton, an average of 
236,000 new jobs per month, and under 
this administration approximately 
40,000 new jobs per month. And you 
need 100,000 to stay even. That is why 
this bill is on the floor today. 

Over the last 12 months, the number 
of unemployed Americans has in-
creased by 1.6 million, from nearly 6.9 
million in May of 2007 to nearly 8.5 mil-
lion in May of this year. That is 8.5 
million of our fellow citizens who don’t 
have a job, who are not sure how they 
are going to pay for their housing, 
their rent, their food, their medicine 
and the clothing for their children. 
That is what we are talking about 
today. We are talking about those 8.5 
million people who are our constitu-
ents, Americans who need our help. 
And that is what this vote is today at 
this point in time. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, 1.5 million of 
those workers are what we call 
euphemistically ‘‘long-term unem-
ployed,’’ which means they have been 
jobless for more than 6 months. I don’t 
know how many of you have had the 
opportunity to see ‘‘Pursuit of 
Happyness,’’ spelled h-a-p-p-y. It is a 
wonderful movie about a now very suc-
cessful African American and his little 
boy who found themselves homeless 
with no money. And they went to the 
homeless shelter, and they couldn’t get 
in. Those are the people we are talking 
about. That is what we are voting on 
this day, as to whether or not we are 
going to reach out to those people and 
try to lift them up and give them a 
helping hand, not a handout, but a 
helping hand. These are people who 
were employed, who were working, and 
through no fault of their own, they lost 
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their jobs. Because if it is the fault of 
their own, by the way, they don’t get 
unemployment. 

All the while, working Americans 
have been confronted with decreasing 
household incomes, exploding gas and 
food prices and escalating health care 
costs. Why then, given this squeeze on 
hardworking middle-class American 
families, does the President threaten 
to veto a common-sense, compas-
sionate response, the temporary exten-
sion of unemployment benefits? 

Here is the kicker. Listen to me. 
There are 200,000 more long-term job-
less Americans today, right now, as we 
debate this bill, 200,000 more Americans 
who are on long-term jobless status 
than when President Bush last signed 
an extension of unemployment benefits 
into law. In other words, the status 
today in America is that there are 
200,000 more people who need our help 
than when President Bush last signed 
an extension of long-term unemploy-
ment. 

How can we then say it is not time to 
act today, to reach out our hand today, 
to say that the Congress of the United 
States feels your pain, hears your cry, 
and responds? There is no justification 
for the President’s threatened veto on 
this much-needed legislation, Mr. 
Speaker. This bill is not only a sign of 
compassion and a demonstration of our 
values, but it is also a fast-acting form 
of economic stimulus. 

Who says so? Conservative econo-
mists say so. It will help lift up our 
floundering economy. It will simply 
provide up to 13 weeks of extended un-
employment benefits in every State to 
workers exhausting regular unemploy-
ment compensation. And in States 
with higher levels of unemployment, 
an additional 13 weeks is available on 
top. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is vital. 
It is vital for workers and their fami-
lies who are struggling to make ends 
meet in this poorly performing econ-
omy. It is not charity. It is our obliga-
tion and responsibility. It is a recogni-
tion that under the administration, the 
American worker has been forced to 
contend with job loss, decreasing in-
comes, exploding gas costs, food and 
health care costs, and unprecedented 
foreclosure rates. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is the 
right thing to do at the right time, at 
the right place. I urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, this is not a 
Republican or Democratic issue, this is 
not a liberal or conservative issue. This 
is an issue of saying, there are people 
in trouble. We hear their cry. We re-
spond to help. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the House of 
Representatives, we call this the peo-
ple’s House. Help the people this day. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to echo the majority leader’s 
comments when I agree that this issue, 
the issue of extending unemployment 
benefits, should not be a Republican or 
Democrat issue. And we, of course, on 
our side of the aisle, want to extend 

unemployment benefits for those who 
need help. And we are prepared to 
work, as we have been, to achieve that 
goal. 

I would note that 8 weeks ago when 
the Ways and Means Committee took 
up this legislation, it was deemed 
emergency legislation. It had to move 
through the committee quickly. It was 
an emergency. We had to do it right 
away. Well 2 months later it finally 
comes to the floor. And I believe that if 
we want to be compassionate, if we 
want to help those who need help, we 
need to do it in the right way. And that 
is if it is an emergency, we should have 
done it 8 weeks ago, number one, but 
we should also do it in the proper legis-
lative way of ensuring that it is a bi-
partisan bill and that we construct it 
in a way that recognizes what has 
worked in the past. And I would note, 
as the majority leader said, back in 
2002, we passed a bipartisan unemploy-
ment extension legislation that was 
signed into law by the President, and it 
maintained a 27-year precedent which 
was that one should have to work for 20 
weeks in order to qualify for 52 weeks’ 
worth of unemployment benefits. 

And that is the big concern here with 
this legislation today. There is a rad-
ical departure from an established pol-
icy of 27 years of requiring 20 weeks of 
work to qualify for a full year of unem-
ployment benefits. And the legislation 
before us today repeals that. It elimi-
nates a 27-year precedent. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ Let’s bring this 
legislation back tomorrow, under a 
rule, and allow an amendment to be of-
fered to strike this radical change. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague from Illinois says that he 
would go for this bill but for this one 
provision. If that one provision were 
there, he would go for it. But the fact 
is that you have 100 metropolitan areas 
in this country where people simply 
have run out of benefits. And it is over 
6 percent in those metropolitan areas. 
The Governors have asked us for this, 
and the technical thing that my oppo-
nent uses is, you know, somewhere out 
there, there is somebody who paid $40 
into the fund, and because of the way it 
is written, he gets $20 out, and so I 
can’t vote for it. 

Well there are 1.6 million who al-
ready exhausted their benefits, and 
there are many more. And the national 
Governors sent this letter to us. They 
are not the only ones. State legislator, 
labor unions, everyone is asking for 
this. You can vote ‘‘no’’ if you want. 
You will have to face your constitu-
ency in November. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the Emer-
gency Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act and congratulate Speaker PELOSI and 
Chairman RANGEL for their quick response to 
the surge in the nation’s unemployment rate. 

H.R. 5749 will provide immediate relief to 
families across the country by extending un-

employment benefits for an additional 13 
weeks in all states. It also allows for a further 
extension in benefits in states hardest hit by 
the weakening economy. Passing this legisla-
tion will provide much needed help to 3.8 mil-
lion Americans—including 70,000 Minnesota 
families. 

The latest Labor Department report showed 
a 5 percent increase in unemployment from 
April 2008 to May 2008—the biggest one- 
month increase in unemployment in 22 years. 
The economic crisis has resulted in five 
months of job losses and projections unfortu-
nately indicate that the situation is likely to 
worsen. 

An extension of unemployment benefits is 
critical for families struggling to deal with in-
creased gas and food prices while searching 
for a new job. It is also one of the most cost- 
effective ways to stimulate the economy. In 
fact, every $1 spent on these benefits results 
in $1.64 in new economic demand. 

We need to pass this legislation and provide 
relief for America’s working families today. 
This Congress has also enacted an economic 
stimulus plan in the form of tax rebate checks 
and passed several measures to begin to ad-
dress gas prices. In addition, the House of 
Representatives has passed legislation to help 
homeowners avoid foreclosure and a federal 
budget that would reinvest in Americans. In 
the long-term, we need a comprehensive ap-
proach to restore the strength of our economy. 
We need to get serious about addressing 
health care costs and invest in education and 
training to prepare for competition in the global 
economy. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 5749 provides crit-
ical, immediate relief for working families and 
our struggling economy. I urge my colleagues 
to support this important bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 5749, the 
Emergency Extended Unemployment Act of 
2008. This bill would establish a temporary 
program providing extended unemployment 
benefits in every State to individuals exhaust-
ing their regular unemployment compensation. 
The duration of these extended benefits would 
equal the lesser of 13 weeks or half the dura-
tion of regular unemployment compensation. 

This bill could not be any timelier. It is no 
longer debatable as to whether the retraction 
of the economy is hurting every-day Ameri-
cans across our nation. Over the first three 
months of 2008, the U.S. economy lost a total 
of 232,000 jobs. With the labor market in such 
a steep decline, more workers face the possi-
bility of layoffs and current unemployment 
compensation recipients face greater difficulty 
in becoming reemployed. The total number of 
unemployed workers has already grown by 1.1 
million over the last twelve months. 

The economic forecast is even worse in my 
home state of Michigan. While economists 
worry about the overall health of our economy, 
as the national unemployment average creeps 
above 5.5 percent, prospective employees in 
Michigan face a 7.6-percent unemployment 
rate—one of the highest state rates in the na-
tion. 

Luckily, this bill recognizes that the retrac-
tion of the economy has hurt some commu-
nities more than others. Under this bill, states 
with high unemployment, like Michigan, would 
be able to provide an additional 13 weeks of 
extended benefits. This would give the unem-
ployed a total of 26 weeks of coverage as 
they transition into new positions. 
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Madam Speaker, we need to help our work-

ers, especially those in who have been hit the 
hardest by this economic downturn. At the 
same time, we need to stimulate our economy 
in the most effective manner possible to pre-
vent the downturn from spiraling into a reces-
sion. This bill accomplishes this goal. The 
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office re-
leased a study this past January specifically 
endorsing the use of extended unemployment 
benefits as a cost-effective way to boost the 
economy. 

We in the Congress need to be both smart 
and compassionate. Let’s help the unem-
ployed while protecting those who currently 
have employment. Let’s stimulate the econ-
omy and create new sustainable job opportu-
nities for the American worker. Let’s pass H.R. 
5749. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this legislation to tempo-
rarily extend unemployment insurance bene-
fits. 

Whether we are in a recession or not, the 
point is clear: current economic growth has 
been so sluggish that the job market is weak 
and job prospects are poor. The recent May 
2008 jobs report confirms this as the unem-
ployment rate increased by one-half point to 
5.5 percent, which was the biggest one-month 
increase in over 20 years. Since the first of 
the year, our economy has lost more than 
300,000 jobs. 

By providing an extra 13 weeks of jobless 
benefits to workers in every State who ex-
haust their unemployment benefits and an-
other 13 weeks of benefits to those in States 
with high unemployment rates, we can help 
approximately 4 million unemployed workers 
meet basic needs such as food and rent while 
they continue to look for work at a time when 
the economy is languishing. And we can give 
our economy a much-needed boost. According 
to the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice, extending unemployment benefits would 
be one of the most cost-effective and fastest- 
acting forms of economic stimulus. 

Madam Speaker, many Americans are 
struggling to make ends meet. With rising gas 
and food prices and a weakened labor market, 
we can help those hardest hit by this sluggish 
economy by providing them relief in passing 
this much-needed bill. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 5749, the Emergency 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 
2008, which will provide 13 weeks of extended 
unemployment compensation benefits for all 
workers who have exhausted their current 26 
weeks of benefits. This measure also provides 
13 additional weeks for workers in States with 
unemployment rates of 6 percent or higher. In 
order to receive these benefits, workers must 
have lost a job through no fault of their own, 
be actively searching for a job, be able to 
work, and must have a minimum number of 
weeks worked and amount of wages earned 
over a specific timeframe prior to being unem-
ployed. 

This bill provides a critical boost to the 
many Rhode Islanders, and Americans across 
the Nation, who are struggling to find employ-
ment. Our country’s unemployment rate 
jumped from 5 percent in April to 5.5 percent 
in May, the biggest one-month increase in 
over 20 years. In my home State of Rhode Is-
land, the unemployment rate reached 6.1 per-
cent in April, and we have lost an estimated 

6,300 jobs since the beginning of the year. 
H.R. 5749 would provide relief through March 
2006 and benefit 3.8 million Americans. Most 
importantly, this measure would immediately 
help as many as 8,000 Rhode Islanders. 

When discussing this matter, we must re-
member to look beyond the statistics and rec-
ognize the serious toll that unemployment is 
taking on American families. I have received 
numerous calls from my fellow Rhode Island-
ers asking when Congress would extend their 
benefits. They tell me how they are looking for 
a job, but they just have not been able to find 
one yet. They have not given up—research 
has shown that workers who exhaust their un-
employment benefits, search for a job at simi-
lar or higher levels of intensity as those who 
find employment before their benefits expire— 
but they need more time. Compounding the 
problem, the rising cost of gas poses an addi-
tional challenge in searching for a job, and ris-
ing food prices have made it even harder to 
put food on the table. Our constituents are 
turning to us for help. 

As Members of Congress, we have the 
power to give hard-working Americans another 
chance to continue their job search and pro-
vide for their families. Our country has faced 
economic hardships and recessions before, 
and I have no doubt we will weather this cur-
rent downturn. I encourage my colleagues to 
pass this bill and give a hand up to those who 
are most vulnerable during these trying times. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 5749 to extend 
unemployment benefits to millions of American 
workers, including over 700,000 in my home 
State of California. 

I wanted to take this opportunity to put a 
human face on the recent economic downturn. 

Just yesterday, I spoke with a 51-year-old 
woman named Karen from my home district of 
San Diego. 

After working for the past 10 years as a 
customer service specialist, Karen was re-
cently laid off from her job. 

She has been actively looking for work but 
has been unable to find a job because of the 
poor economy. 

Unable to afford health insurance, the stress 
of being unemployed is beginning to take a toll 
on Karen’s health. 

It has also become harder and harder for 
her to pay her bills. She told me, ‘‘Just looking 
for a job costs money, because you’ve got to 
pay for the gas to drive to the interviews.’’ 

And to make matters worse, her unemploy-
ment benefits have just ended. 

By voting for H.R. 5749, we will provide the 
support millions of Americans need to get 
back on their feet. 

Let us help American workers get their lives 
back. 

Mr. SIRES. Madam Speaker, today I rise in 
support of H.R. 5749, the Emergency Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act that 
will provide immediate relief to 3.8 million un-
employed workers who continue to struggle to 
find work in the slowing economy. 

Recently, the Nation experienced the big-
gest one-month jump in the unemployment 
rate in more than two decades, rising from 5.0 
percent to 5.5 percent and is now an entire 
percentage point higher than a year ago. 
Americans have been losing jobs in each of 
the past 5 months, with the number of unem-
ployed now at 3.8 million. The airline and 
automobile industries alone have laid off over 
50,000 employees combined. 

The current high levels of unemployment 
have only added to the struggles of the U.S. 
economy by adding thousands more Ameri-
cans to those having a hard time making ends 
meet. This bill will provide the necessary ex-
tension of unemployment benefits to those 3.8 
million Americans who struggle to find employ-
ment within the current timeframe. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this necessary legislation that will give 
our economy the relief it needs. Extending 
these benefits is an efficient and quick way to 
support our country’s workers and invigorate 
the economy. My Democratic colleagues and 
I are committed to providing the much needed 
relief to the millions of unemployed workers, 
who in the face of rising gas and food costs, 
continue to struggle to support themselves 
and their families. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5749, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

b 1615 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
REGARDING REBATE CHECKS 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 977) ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that rebate checks would 
better stimulate the economy if spent 
on American-made products and serv-
ices from American-owned companies. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 977 

Whereas many economists believe the 
economy of the United States is entering a 
recession; 

Whereas the economy lost 17,000 jobs in 
January 2008 and 191,000 in 2007; 

Whereas the manufacturing sector lost 
269,000 jobs over the past 12 months and 
28,000 jobs in January 2008 alone; 

Whereas manufacturing employment now 
accounts for less than 10 percent of the job 
market for the first time since data began 
being collected in the 1930s; 

Whereas in January 2008, 18.3 percent of 
those unemployed had been out of work for 
27 weeks or longer, up from 16.2 percent a 
year earlier; 

Whereas manufactured goods imported 
from developing countries have grown from 
just 2.5 percent of the gross domestic product 
in 1990 to 6 percent in 2006; 

Whereas annually, total housing starts de-
creased in 2007 to 1,353,700, which is a 24.8 
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percent decrease from the 2006 estimate of 
1,800,900; 

Whereas Congress and the President re-
sponded to the potential recession by passing 
into law a bipartisan stimulus package that 
provides rebate checks of up to $600 per indi-
vidual and $1,200 per married couple, plus an 
additional $300 per child; 

Whereas the stimulus legislation will put 
money back into the hands of low-income 
and middle-income Americans, those who 
need it most; 

Whereas the stimulus legislation will be 
most effective if the rebate checks are spent 
on American-made goods and services from 
American-owned companies; 

Whereas American-made goods are the best 
in the world; 

Whereas every dollar from the stimulus 
package spent on an American-made good or 
service, rather than a foreign-made good or 
service, will result in more than a dollar in-
crease in the short-term gross domestic 
product; 

Whereas if rebate checks are spent on 
American-made products and services from 
American-owned companies, an additional 
$10,000,000,000 will be infused into the econ-
omy; 

Whereas the annual trade deficit has grown 
to the $700,000,000,000 range in the past dec-
ade, up from the $100,000,000,000 range in the 
early 1990s; 

Whereas buying American-made goods 
would not add to the size of the growing 
trade deficit, which many economists con-
tend is unreasonably large; 

Whereas there have been concerns about 
the safety of imported goods, spurred by the 
fact that 60 percent of product recalls in the 
past year involved Chinese-made toys, food 
ingredients, and other products; and 

Whereas many countries do not follow the 
same environmental, labor, and human 
rights standards of the United States, put-
ting American workers and companies at a 
competitive disadvantage: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives encourages Americans to use their re-
bate checks from the stimulus package to 
purchase American-made goods and services 
from American-owned companies. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DEGETTE). Pursuant to the rule, the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) and the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) each will control 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous materials. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H. Res. 977, which is sponsored 
by my friend and colleague, Represent-
ative BRUCE BRALEY of the State of 
Iowa. This important resolution en-
courages Americans to spend their re-
bate checks on goods and services pro-
duced by American-owned companies. 

I would note that Representative 
BRALEY cannot speak on behalf of his 

resolution today because he has re-
turned to his district due to the wide-
spread flooding there in the State of 
Iowa. I know that my colleagues join 
me in wishing Representative BRALEY 
and his constituents a swift recovery 
from this disaster. 

The economic stimulus package 
signed into law this past February by 
the President will put money back into 
the pockets of many hard-working 
Americans. If they spend their rebates 
on American-made goods and services, 
as this resolution would encourage 
them to do, they will inject an esti-
mated $10 billion back into the U.S. 
economy at a time when it needs it the 
most. Moreover, by spending their 
money on domestic products, Ameri-
cans will also help reduce our country’s 
skyrocketing trade deficit. 

H. Res. 977, which has the support of 
more than 100 Members of this body, 
would augment the Federal economic 
stimulus package by reminding Ameri-
cans of the importance of purchasing 
American-produced goods and services 
to help our flagging national economy. 
I urge the House to support passage of 
this noteworthy resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, we rise not in any 

opposition to this at all and in support. 
We thank Mr. BRALEY for bringing this 
made-in-America resolution to the 
floor today. We too on this side of the 
aisle want to reach out and give our 
condolences and our best wishes to his 
constituents in Iowa that are dealing 
with the flooding. 

Now, let’s look at this resolution 
very quickly. It states some of the ob-
vious things about our economy; that 
since the Democrats took over in 2007 
that we have lost 17,000 jobs, and since 
that same time when the Democrats 
took over in Congress, we have lost an-
other 269,000 jobs over the past 12 
months within manufacturing, making 
it the lowest time in our modern his-
tory, where only 10 percent of the jobs, 
or first-time jobs being created, are in 
the manufacturing business. That has 
always been kind of the backbone of 
America’s economy, and those things 
have been changing. 

Then at the beginning of 2008, prob-
ably one of the more remarkable things 
and frankly what I think people look 
to Congress to actually do, you have 
the Republicans, Democrats and White 
House all working together, and within 
a couple of weeks had a pretty good 
stimulus bill. We knew that the econ-
omy was slowing down, that unemploy-
ment was increasing, and we did what 
the American public required of us and 
got a bill passed that stimulated the 
economy by helping small businesses 
with some accelerated depreciation. 
But the heart of it was getting money 
back out through what we call the 
stimulus checks to eligible families. 

Mr. BRUCE BRALEY suggests in this 
resolution, that I think we are going to 
adopt today, certainly we are in sup-

port of it, says that it helps our econ-
omy more if we buy products that are 
made in America. Of course, those 
products are made by people employed 
in America, and it will have a cyclical 
turn of the dollar where it goes to not 
only that company, but those people 
working there, which then in turn they 
get to spend within their community 
and it turns over. 

But one of my fears, well, not fears, 
but let’s just say concerns, is that now 
with the gas prices everywhere over $4, 
it hit $4 in almost every gas station 
back in Nebraska in my district yester-
day, that the stimulus checks aren’t 
going for what we thought they were 
going to go to, and that is for con-
sumers to have a nice little chunk of 
change where they could go out and 
buy an appliance, something that they 
need in their home, something that 
they can reach out and really help with 
the bigger dollar item that helps to 
really stimulate the economy. Now it 
is probably going to go to just filling 
up the gas tank. 

We have got two cars in our family 
that are smaller cars. My Camry, I put 
over $70 in filling up in Omaha this 
weekend. I can’t imagine what bigger 
families are doing to keep up with this. 
So, frankly, if we want to go even a 
step further and stimulate our econ-
omy more, what we should do in addi-
tion to these stimulus checks is adopt 
an energy plan that will actually in-
crease supply and lower the price of 
gasoline at the pump. 

We can do this by embracing a very 
comprehensive approach to energy. We 
have got alternative fuels like coal-to- 
liquid. And, by the way, last week dur-
ing the Department of Defense reau-
thorization, this Congress adopted a 
policy of banning the Air Force from 
engaging in contracts to buy coal-to- 
liquid as a synthetic aviation fuel. 

We can use cellulosic energy. We are 
going to have about 13 small micro- 
pilot plants come on within the next 
couple of years. We can do things to 
speed that up, by passing a tax credit 
that is more than 1 year, like we did a 
couple of years ago, instead of adopting 
the 5-year plan that this side of the 
aisle was pushing. 

We can also not only use those types 
of alternatives that have such great 
promise that we can use in a mix, but 
we can also do conservation. We want 
to encourage people to conserve not 
only the electricity in their home, but 
we are talking about fuel here to cre-
ate a supply that will lower the price 
at the gas pump, which is a not-so-hid-
den tax on American families. We can 
do that by incenting, providing a tax 
credit for more than 1 year, for people 
to buy in plug-in electric hybrids. 
Some American manufacturers are 
going to start rolling those out next 
year, but they will be more expensive. 
So we want to incent people to buy 
those. If we can do a blend and con-
serve, we can take a large step towards 
energy independence. 

We can get fully independent of all 
OPEC oil if we add one more prong to 
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this plan, and that is allow offshore 
drilling. Right now we have China 
working through Cuba that is getting 
to within about 60 miles of the Florida 
shore, but yet we can’t have American 
companies do that. 

We can open up oil shale. Last year, 
about November, we had a vote on this 
floor that banned the ability to get oil 
from oil shale in Colorado and Wyo-
ming. We just found another large 
pocket of oil from oil shale in North 
Dakota. I wonder when that is going to 
be banned to use. 

So if we bring our own resources to-
gether with all of the alternatives, we 
can bring the price of gas down rather 
dramatically and be independent. And 
if we can bring the price down, have a 
stable supply of energy under this type 
of a comprehensive plan, the American 
consumers, the families, can expect 
stable gas prices for a generation or 
more as we work towards completely 
going off of fossil fuels, to like a hydro-
gen economy. 

So while we stand on this side of the 
aisle in favor of this resolution to buy 
American, my fear is that the reality is 
most of this stimulus money is going 
to be going to the OPEC countries 
when we fill up our tax tanks. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to my friend and 
colleague the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR), who is the longest-serv-
ing female currently in this body. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank Chairman 
BUTTERFIELD for yielding and for his 
kindness in allowing me to rise in sup-
port of H. Res. 977, encouraging Ameri-
cans to expend their rebates to stimu-
late our economy the most by buying 
and investing in goods and products 
made right here in the good old USA. 

Congressman BRUCE BRALEY of Iowa 
is to be commended for bringing such a 
sensible bill to the floor. The voters of 
Iowa were smart to send him here. He 
has obtained over 106 cosponsors on 
this bipartisan bill. We know as we de-
bate this today, he is out in his district 
trying to help the families there who 
have been hurt by the terrible, terrible 
flooding. We know he is not just work-
ing there, but he is working here as 
well, and has the deep respect of his 
colleagues. 

Rebate checks spent here in America 
on American goods will better stimu-
late our economy. Buying American 
products and American services from 
American-owned companies, pur-
chasing U.S. farm products produced in 
this country or processed here, buying 
U.S. Savings Bonds, if you want to 
save, all keep jobs and income here. In-
deed, buying fuel that contains ethanol 
or biodiesel from U.S. farmers helps 
America. 

With the U.S. trade deficit soaring 
towards $1 trillion in red ink, investing 
in America makes more sense today, 
and I spell that S-E-N-S-E and C-E-N- 
T-S, than ever before. Today we were 
reminded of the softness in our econ-

omy with the announcement that the 
Chrysler Building in New York City, 
one of America’s historic landmarks, 
will be purchased by a Middle Eastern 
oil conglomerate from Abu Dubai, just 
another sign of America’s shrinking 
independence here at home. Spending a 
stimulus check on foreign-made goods 
stimulates the Abu Dubai economy or 
the Chinese economy or the Mexican 
economy. Expending those precious 
dollars here at home or saving them in 
U.S. Savings Bonds strengthens com-
munities across our country. 

So I would urge my colleagues and 
our fellow citizens to buy America, buy 
made-in-America, invest in jobs here. 
Use your stimulus check to build a 
stronger Nation. Now is the hour for all 
good men and women to use their re-
bate checks to come to the aid of their 
country. 

I thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding to me, and urge my colleagues 
to support H. Res. 977. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, we 
have no further speakers, so I will just 
make a quick statement and close. I 
just once again thank Mr. BRALEY of 
Iowa for bringing this resolution to the 
floor and wish him and his constituents 
the best. 

We on this side of the aisle want 
these stimulus checks to be spent with-
in America. Hopefully they can spend 
it on American-made energy. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back my 
time. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, it is true that I have no further 
speakers at this time. I am going to 
close and bring this to a vote in just a 
few minutes. But I want to thank not 
only Mr. BRALEY for bringing this reso-
lution, but thank Mr. TERRY for his 
support of the resolution and for his 
willingness to urge his colleagues to 
support it as well. 

b 1630 
Mr. TERRY is a very capable member 

of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee. We have an excellent relation-
ship with Mr. TERRY and thank him for 
his leadership. 

I also want to thank Mr. TERRY for 
his comments regarding energy inde-
pendence. There is no question that 
Democrats are committed to energy 
independence. We are certainly pain-
fully aware of the price that Americans 
are paying at the pump. The Demo-
cratic majority is working very hard to 
correct the problem and to find solu-
tions for our people. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 
today I encourage constituents to ‘‘Buy Amer-
ican.’’ 

Unfortunately, I am unable to speak on the 
floor today in support of H. Res. 977 because 
of a developing crisis in Iowa’s 1st Congres-
sional District. Massive flooding is leading to 
evacuations and it is only expected to get 
worse. Although I realize how important it is to 
cast votes in Washington, the well-being of my 
constituents comes first, and I need to be in 
the district to assist in any way I can. 

This January 29th Congress passed a bipar-
tisan economic stimulus bill that provides re-

bate checks of up to $600 per individual and 
$1200 per married couple, plus an additional 
$300 per child. This stimulus package is tem-
porary, timely, and targeted, and it will bring 
relief to working families. On February 13th 
President Bush signed this stimulus legislation 
into law. 

Just prior to that, on February 12th, I intro-
duced H. Res. 977, a bipartisan Congressional 
resolution urging Americans receiving eco-
nomic stimulus bill tax refund checks to buy 
American-made goods or services from Amer-
ican-owned companies with these rebates. 

Under the economic stimulus package 
passed by the House and Senate, 1.2 million 
Iowa households—and 117 million American 
households—will receive a tax rebate. The av-
erage Iowa household will receive a rebate of 
$917. 

The purpose of the economic stimulus pack-
age is to provide a jump-start to the American 
economy. The economic stimulus legislation 
will put money back into the hands of low-in-
come and middle-income Americans—those 
who need it most. 

In 2007 the U.S. manufacturing sector lost 
269,000 jobs. Manufacturing employment now 
accounts for less than 10 percent of the job 
market for the first time since data began 
being collected in the 1930s. Buying American 
would help keep manufacturing jobs in the 
United States. 

The annual trade deficit has grown to the 
$700 billion range in the past decade, up from 
the $100 billion range in the early 1990s. If 
constituents use their rebate checks to ‘‘Buy 
American,’’ they will not be contributing to the 
size of the growing trade deficit, which many 
economists contend is unreasonably large. 

If the millions of American families receiving 
tax rebates from the stimulus spend their 
checks on American-made goods and serv-
ices, the effect of the stimulus will be mag-
nified. Buying American will infuse an addi-
tional $10 billion into the American economy, 
creating jobs here in America and helping to 
narrow our growing trade deficit. 

I am proud this bill has been endorsed by 
a long list of organizations, including the Com-
munications Workers of America; United Auto-
mobile, Aerospace and Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America; United Steelworkers; 
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers; 
International Association of Machinists and 
Aerospace Workers; United American Nurses; 
United Mineworkers of America; Air Line Pilots 
Association; American Federation of Teachers; 
International Federation of Professional and 
Technical Engineers; National Association of 
Letter Carriers; Department for Professional 
Employees, AFL–CIO; and the United Asso-
ciation of Pipefitters and Plumbers. 

I want to thank Energy and Commerce 
Committee Chairman JOHN DINGELL and Rank-
ing Member JOE BARTON, for their support in 
bringing this important legislation to the Floor. 

I’m pleased this bill has such strong bipar-
tisan support, with 106 of my colleagues as 
cosponsors. I want to thank them for joining 
me today in letting the American people know 
we are behind them when it comes to doing 
everything we can to promote a strong U.S. 
economy and to ensure access to stable, 
good-paying jobs. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of H. Res. 977. This resolu-
tion, introduced by my friend and colleague 
Representative BRALEY of Iowa, encourages 
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Americans to spend their stimulus payments 
on American-made goods and services. 

Our Nation’s recent economic troubles have 
hit both American consumers and businesses 
hard. I believe that the bipartisan stimulus 
package passed by the Congress and signed 
into law by the President will help alleviate 
some of these troubles, provided that con-
sumer spending is directed wisely. The Braley 
resolution is an important and quite necessary 
reminder of the billions of dollars that could 
uplift the National economy, provided Ameri-
cans spend their rebate checks on goods and 
services produced by American-owned com-
panies. Moreover, with import prices rising and 
the mammoth trade deficit of our country, it 
strikes me as eminently prudent to encourage 
citizens to ‘‘buy American.’’ 

As one of the more than 100 cosponsors of 
H. Res. 977, I urge my colleagues in the 
House to adopt this sensible resolution, which 
raises the awareness of Americans about the 
vital role they play in the Nation’s economic 
recovery. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUTTERFIELD) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 977. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 5749, by the yeas and nays; 
H. Res. 977, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second 
electronic vote will be conducted as a 
5-minute vote. 

f 

EMERGENCY EXTENDED UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT 
OF 2008 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-

finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 5749, as amended, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5749, as 
amended. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 279, nays 
144, not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 403] 

YEAS—279 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green, Al 

Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—144 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 

Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 

Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Braley (IA) 
Flake 
Gillibrand 
Hulshof 

Loebsack 
McCrery 
Ortiz 
Paul 

Peterson (PA) 
Rush 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Two minutes are remaining 
in the vote. 

b 1656 

Messrs. GALLEGLY, WHITFIELD of 
Kentucky, REHBERG, ALEXANDER, 
and Mrs. BONO MACK changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mrs. SCHMIDT changed her vote 
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So (two-thirds not being in the af-
firmative) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

f 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
REGARDING REBATE CHECKS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution, H. Res. 977, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. BUTTERFIELD) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 977. 
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This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 404, nays 6, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 6, not voting 17, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 404] 

YEAS—404 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 

Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 

Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 

Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—6 

Campbell (CA) 
Conaway 

Herger 
King (IA) 

Sessions 
Young (AK) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—6 

Bishop (UT) 
Brady (TX) 

Cannon 
Davis, Tom 

Price (GA) 
Weldon (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Braley (IA) 
Burton (IN) 
Camp (MI) 
Flake 
Gillibrand 
Gutierrez 

Hulshof 
Kind 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Ortiz 
Paul 

Peterson (PA) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Sutton 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1703 

Mr. CONAWAY changed his vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

RESOLUTION RAISING A QUESTION 
OF THE PRIVILEGES OF THE 
HOUSE 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to rule IX, I rise to notify the 
House of my intention to offer a resolu-
tion as a question of the privileges of 
the House. 

The form of my resolution is as fol-
lows: 

Directing the Chief Administrative Officer 
and the Sergeant At Arms of the House of 

Representatives to take timely action to en-
sure that all Members, committees, and of-
fices of the House are alerted of the dangers 
of electronic attacks on the computers and 
information systems used in carrying out 
their official duties and are fully briefed on 
how to protect themselves, their official 
records, and their communications from 
electronic security breaches. 

Understanding that the Clerk will 
finish the rest of the resolution, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be consid-
ered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the reading is dispensed 
with. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I call up 

the resolution just noticed. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H. RES. 1263 
Whereas beginning in August 2006, several 

of the computers used by Congressman 
Frank R. Wolf, a Representative from the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, in carrying out 
his official and representational duties were 
compromised by an outside source; 

Whereas the Chief Administrative Officer 
of the House of Representatives, acting 
through House Information Resources (HIR), 
alerted Congressman Wolf to this incident 
and cleaned and returned the compromised 
computers to the Congressman’s office; 

Whereas since this attack, it has been dis-
covered that computers in the offices of 
other Members, as well as in the office of at 
least one committee of the House, have been 
similarly compromised; 

Whereas in subsequent meetings with HIR 
and officials from the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, the outside source responsible 
for these incidents was revealed to be located 
in the People’s Republic of China; 

Whereas according to HIR, when Members 
use Blackberry devices or cell phones while 
traveling overseas, especially in nations in 
which access to information is tightly con-
trolled by the government, they are at risk 
of having their conversations or other per-
sonal information recorded or collected 
without authorization; 

Whereas HIR, the FBI, and the House Secu-
rity Office briefed the affected offices on the 
security breaches that have occurred, and 
have done a good job in attempting to pro-
tect other offices of the House from similar 
threats; and 

Whereas it is nevertheless not clear that 
all Members, committees, and other offices 
of the House are aware of the existing 
threats against the security and confiden-
tiality of the electronic records of their of-
fices or their overseas electronic commu-
nications, nor is it clear that Members and 
other House personnel have been fully 
briefed on how to protect themselves, their 
official records, and their communications 
from electronic security breaches: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Chief Administrative Of-
ficer and the Sergeant at Arms of the House 
of Representatives, in consultation with the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, should take timely action to ensure 
that all Members, committees, and offices of 
the House are alerted of the dangers of elec-
tronic attacks on the computers and infor-
mation systems used in carrying out their 
official duties and are fully briefed on how to 
protect themselves, their official records, 
and their communications from electronic 
security breaches. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
olution qualifies. 
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Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman 

from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. ZOE 
LOFGREN) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. WOLF. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, in Au-
gust 2006, four of the computers in my 
personal office were compromised by 
an outside source. This source first 
hacked into the computer of my For-
eign Policy and Human Rights staff 
person, then the computers of my Chief 
of Staff, my Legislative Director and 
my Judiciary Committee staff. On 
these computers was information about 
all the case work I’ve done on behalf of 
political dissidents and human rights 
activists around the world. That kind 
of information, as well, everything else 
on my computer, e-mails, memos, cor-
respondence and district case work, 
was open for outside eyes to see. 

I’m aware that the computers in the 
offices of several other Members of the 
Congress were similarly compromised, 
as well as a major committee, the For-
eign Affairs Committee. That means 
the computers in the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee have been com-
promised. It is logical to assume that 
critical and sensitive information 
about U.S. foreign policy and the work 
of Congress to help people who are suf-
fering around the world, was also open 
to view from those official computers. 

In subsequent meetings with the 
House Information Resources and the 
FBI, it was revealed that the outside 
sources responsible for this attack 
came from within the People’s Repub-
lic of China. Just so it’s understood, 
they acknowledged that this attack 
came from within the People’s Repub-
lic of China. 

The cyber attacks permitted the 
source to probe our computers to 
evaluate our systems defenses and to 
view and copy information. My sus-
picion is some say that I perhaps was 
targeted by the Chinese sources be-
cause of the history of speaking out 
about China’s abysmal, very abysmal 
human rights record. 

My offices’ computers were cleaned 
and returned to me by House Informa-
tion Resources, but ever since this hap-
pened, I’ve been deeply concerned that 
this institution, the institution of the 
United States Congress, is definitely 
not adequately aware of or protected 
from these types of threats. 

I’ve also learned that this threat ex-
ists not only here in the Capitol com-
plex, but also when Members travel 
overseas. I’ve been told that, particu-
larly in countries in which access to in-
formation is tightly controlled by the 
government, Members are at risk of 
having their conversations and infor-
mation recorded or stolen from their 
cell phones and Blackberry devices. 
That means, when a Member of the 

House, the Senate or the administra-
tion goes abroad, goes to China, every-
thing, and if they use their cell phone 
or they use their Blackberry, it’s being 
recorded by the Chinese government. 
And I don’t believe any Member of the 
Congress has been told of that. 

As I’ve shared my office experience 
with other Members, it has become 
clear to me that many Members and 
committees of other offices in the 
House do not fully understand the ex-
tent of the threat against the security 
of their offices and how to protect 
themselves. 

I have no information to confirm 
this, but it would be realistic that the 
Senate may also be at risk. 

The committees in both Chambers on 
Government Reform, Intelligence, the 
Judiciary Committee, the Armed Serv-
ices and the Homeland Security should 
have hearings on this issue. This is an 
issue that must have public hearings, 
as well as closed door and private hear-
ings. 

That is why, Madam Speaker, I’m 
here today on the House floor. I’m 
speaking out about the threat of cyber 
attacks from China and other countries 
on the entire U.S. government, includ-
ing our military, because of my deep 
concern about maintaining the secu-
rity and the integrity of our govern-
ment. 

According to a report from the Con-
gressional Service, and I quote, ‘‘U.S. 
counterintelligence officials reportedly 
have stated that about 140 different 
foreign intelligence organizations regu-
larly attempt to hack into the com-
puter systems of U.S. government 
agencies and U.S. companies.’’ 

b 1715 

This happens with alarming fre-
quency, according to a recent Business 
Week article entitled ‘‘The New E- 
spionage Threat.’’ This article states 
that U.S. Government agencies re-
ported almost 13,000 cyber security in-
cidents in fiscal year 2007, triple the 
number from just 2 years earlier. 

The May 31 cover story of the Na-
tional Journal, the respected National 
Journal, says, ‘‘The Chinese Cyber-In-
vasion,’’ and every Member should read 
it, titled the ‘‘Chinese Cyber-Invasion’’ 
reported, ‘‘Electronic devices by the 
U.S. Commerce Secretary Carlos 
Gutierrez and his party during a De-
cember 2007 visit to China were invaded 
using spyware that could steal infor-
mation.’’ Gutierrez was in China with a 
high-level delegation to discuss trade- 
related issues. 

Now, this Congress said it’s con-
cerned about trade-related issues with 
China, and that’s why he was there, 
such as intellectual property rights, 
consumer product safety, and market 
access. The Associated Press also re-
ported on the breach. Why did we learn 
about this in the press instead of from 
our own government officials? Did our 
government do anything about this at-
tack? Did they get information from 
Secretary Gutierrez that could be used 

against American business in negotia-
tion of trade agreements? 

China, in particular, is actively en-
gaged in espionage against the United 
States. I recently had the opportunity 
to read, and I hope every Member of 
the Congress has read, the U.S.-China 
Economic Security Review Commis-
sion’s classified report—it is in the 
House Intel Committee—to the Con-
gress and found the report’s conclu-
sions to be very alarming. The report 
addresses China’s activities in the 
areas of espionage, cyber warfare, and 
arms proliferation. I strongly urge all 
Members of the House to read this re-
port as it gives a clear picture of the 
threat that China poses, the threat, 
and in their words, that China poses to 
our national security. 

In fact, the Pentagon’s 2008 annual 
report to Congress stated that ‘‘in the 
past year, numerous computer net-
works around the world, including 
those owned by the U.S. Government, 
were subject to intrusions that appear 
to have originated within the People’s 
Republic of China.’’ 

According to the Business Week arti-
cle in 2007, the U.S. Government 
launched a classified operation called 
Byzantine Foothold to combat sophis-
ticated new attacks that were compro-
mising sensitive information at the 
State Department and a defense con-
tractor, such as Boeing, the source of 
which U.S. officials allege is China. 

The Business Week article states 
that computer attacks have targeted 
sensitive information on the Internet 
works of at least several Federal agen-
cies: the Defense Department, the 
State Department, the Energy Depart-
ment, the Commerce Department, the 
Health and Human Services Depart-
ment, and the Agriculture Department, 
and the Treasury Department. Defense 
contractors Boeing, Lockheed Martin, 
General Electric, Raytheon, and Gen-
eral Dynamics have also been targeted. 

Despite everything we read in the 
press, our intelligence and law enforce-
ment, national security, and diplo-
matic corps remain hesitant to speak 
out on the problem. Perhaps they are 
afraid that talking about the problem 
will reveal our vulnerability. In fact, I 
have been urged not to speak out about 
this threat. But our adversaries al-
ready know we are vulnerable. Pre-
tending that we are not vulnerable is a 
mistake. 

As a Nation, we must decide when we 
are going to start considering this type 
of activity a threat to our national se-
curity and the men and women who 
serve in the Armed Forces, a threat 
that we must confront and which we 
must protect ourselves. 

Madam Speaker, the apparent lack of 
national urgency to address this prob-
lem only gives those who wish us harm 
an extra advantage. 

The Government Accounting Office 
reported in 2007 that no comprehensive 
strategy exists yet to coordinate im-
provements of computer security 
across the Federal Government in the 
private sector. 
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I strongly believe that the appro-

priate officials, including those of the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
the FBI, should brief all Members of 
Congress in a closed session regarding 
threats from China and other countries 
against security of House technology 
including our computers, BlackBerry 
devices, and phones. There must be a 
session where any Member who is in-
terested has the opportunity to get 
briefed by the FBI and the Department 
of Homeland Security and others. 

The potential for massive and coordi-
nated cyber attacks against the United 
States is no longer a futuristic prob-
lem. We must prepare ourselves now 
and develop procedures for responding 
to this threat. Members need to know 
how best to protect themselves, their 
staff, and their official business from 
these threats. I have experienced this 
threat firsthand, as have others in the 
Congress, and are deeply worried that 
this institution, the United States Con-
gress, is not adequately protected. 

Congress should take the lead in pro-
tecting our government and indeed our 
country from the threat posed by cyber 
espionage activities. 

James Lewis, the director of the 
Technology and Public Policy Program 
at the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies remarked last year in 
testimony before the House committee 
on Homeland Security that ‘‘If gangs of 
foreigners broke into the State or Com-
merce Department and carried off doz-
ens of file cabinets, there would be a 
crisis. When the same thing happens in 
cyberspace, we shrug it off as another 
of those annoying computer glitches 
we must live with.’’ 

The apparent complacency in both 
the private and public sectors toward 
this threat is astonishing. We must 
know about the threat. We must speak 
out about how to protect ourselves and 
form a comprehensive strategy with 
which to respond. 

Stephen Spoonamore, a CEO of a 
cyber security firm called Cybrinth, 
put the matter succinctly in the Na-
tional Journal article. He said, ‘‘By not 
talking openly about this, they are 
making truly a dangerous national se-
curity problem worse . . . Secrecy in 
this matter benefits no one. Our Na-
tion’s intellectual capital, industrial 
secrets, economic security are under 
daily and withering attack. The oceans 
that surround us are no protection 
from sophisticated hackers, working at 
the speed of light on behalf of nation- 
states and mafias.’’ 

We must cease, Madam Speaker, this 
Congress must cease, the administra-
tion must cease denying the scope and 
scale and risk of the issue. And he goes 
on to say a growing number of his 
peers ‘‘believe that our Nation is in 
grave and growing danger.’’ 

Mr. Spoonamore is right. We are 
making this dangerous national secu-
rity problem worse by not discussing it 
openly. I believe this institution, as my 
resolution states, should get the facts, 
and armed with these facts, should 

take the necessary action to protect 
the safety and integrity of the House. 

In 1789, Madam Speaker, British Par-
liament member William Wilberforce, 
speaking to his colleagues about the 
slave trade, said, ‘‘having heard all of 
this, you may choose to look the other 
way, but you can never again say you 
do not know.’’ 

This Congress on both sides of the 
aisle and people in the administration 
can never again, can never again say 
you do not know; and the American 
people should ask their Members of 
Congress, Do you know and what are 
you going to do about it. 

We cannot afford to look the other 
way when foreign sources are threat-
ening to compromise our government 
institutions, our economy, our very 
way of life through cyber espionage. 
We cannot sit by and watch. I urge the 
adoption of the resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 

Madam Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

I will note that I have had a chance 
to discuss this resolution with Con-
gressman WOLF. At the conclusion of 
our discussion, we will refer this reso-
lution to the House Administration 
Committee where we will do the appro-
priate follow-up, and I personally plan 
to keep in touch with the author of the 
resolution so that the concerns that he 
has are fully addressed. 

I will just note that when the new 
majority was elected to the House and 
I was then appointed to the House Ad-
ministration Committee, one of the 
first things I did was to ask to be 
briefed on our cyber security situation 
in the House. And I did receive that re-
port. Certainly some things had been 
done. But more, in my judgment, need-
ed to be done, and we have followed 
through on that. 

I will say that both the Speaker and 
Leader BOEHNER have met with the 
House computer security officials and 
were told that the sophisticated tech-
nology that we do have in place is 
going to prevent and detect intrusions, 
but it depends on Members doing what 
they need to do to work within our se-
curity environment. 

We have security system programs in 
place that safeguard against unauthor-
ized system access and disclosure of 
data, system controls that are in place 
to identify, verify trace authorized and 
unauthorized user activity, and to pre-
vent unauthorized modification or de-
struction of House data. 

Chairman BRADY has ordered an im-
mediate implementation of additional 
protections. He’s also directed House 
personnel to work with the FBI and 
other security agencies to ensure that 
necessary steps are taken to safeguard 
House systems. These improvements 
will help ensure that House network 
and data remains protected from harm. 

In addition to these efforts, the 
House has instituted a working-smart-
er series, and we have had actually 
briefings for staff in the congressional 

offices asking those staff in Member of-
fices to come in and become aware of 
the cyber security steps that they need 
to take in each Member’s office. I don’t 
know that every Member has had full 
staff participation in that, and in dis-
cussing this with Mr. WOLF, it would be 
my intention, perhaps working with 
Mr. LANGEVIN who is chairing the 
Homeland Security Subcommittee on 
Cyber Security, to ask the Democratic 
caucus and the Republican conference 
to meet and to highlight this issue so 
Members will know. 

I mean, some Members know all 
about it, and apparently some Members 
didn’t know enough about it; and I’ll 
take that admission very seriously. 

What more do we need to do? Well, 
we have sophisticated firewalls in place 
today that monitor all incoming net-
work traffic. We have an intrusion-de-
tection system, and we have multiple 
anti-virus and spyware programs. 
That’s important because you want re-
dundancy and overlap. You don’t want 
to rely on just one system. We also 
have—you may have seen in some of 
the hallways—teams monitoring wire-
less systems. It’s a kind of antenna 
they’re waving around. They’re trying 
to detect unauthorized wireless setups 
that are a potential problem for our se-
curity. 

What further can we do? 
Well, we have tried to insist that 

Members use more vigorous passport 
protection schemes. And one of the 
things we’re looking at is instead of 
asking Members, forcing Members to 
do that. Now we get pushback when 
Members are told what to do in their 
individual offices, but I think that’s 
one of the things that we need to talk 
about. 

Another thing we’re looking at, and 
this was an issue in the intrusion men-
tioned a minute ago, is whether we’re 
updating our virus software and wheth-
er the patches to this software have 
been uploaded. And Members don’t do 
it. A lot of times Members just neglect 
to do it. If you don’t put the patches in, 
you’re just bare. So we’re thinking 
about maybe centralizing that func-
tion. Again, some Members may not 
like that, but you’ve got it one way or 
the other. I mean, you can’t be con-
cerned about intrusion if we don’t take 
the steps necessary to actually protect 
ourselves. 

We also are looking at additional 
encryption efforts, enhancing our real- 
time monitoring by the security office, 
and potentially implementing a digital 
rights management scheme. 

Now, I just want to talk a little bit 
about Member responsibility. 

If Members are going to access Web 
sites in China, you’re engaging in risky 
behavior, and it may be necessary for 
some Members who are monitoring 
human rights to do that. I accept that. 
But it is not a good idea to visit a Web 
site in China with the computer that’s 
networked with all of your sensitive 
data on board because if you do, you’re 
going to get malware, and you are 
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going to lose your data to whoever has 
put that malware on the site. 

So I would strongly suggest, and this 
is a teachable moment, that if Mem-
bers feel a need to monitor Web sites in 
China and other countries, that they 
get a laptop, get an air card, don’t put 
any other sensitive data on it and mon-
itor to your heart’s content, but don’t 
leave yourself vulnerable to your data 
being removed. 

b 1730 

No doubt there are root kits, there 
are bot nets that are going to be infect-
ing your computer and potentially 
even turning them into zombie com-
puters. Additional things that we want 
to look at is data leakage protection 
and some security assessments which 
is actually going underway right now. 

Just a word on cyber security gen-
erally, which Mr. WOLF has mentioned. 
In the 108th Congress, I had one of the 
best experiences in my congressional 
career of serving with MAC THORN-
BERRY who chaired the Cyber Security 
Subcommittee. I was the ranking 
member, and we worked really hard 
that Congress together. I think it was 
the only subcommittee, the end of the 
Congress, we didn’t have majority re-
port and a minority report. We had one 
report that reflected both of our views, 
and the view was that the Federal Gov-
ernment was way behind in what we 
needed to do on cyber security. 

I remain a member of the Homeland 
Security Committee. I serve under Mr. 
LANGEVIN’s chairmanship on the com-
mittee with cyber security jurisdic-
tion. We have had many, many public 
hearings, in addition to classified brief-
ings, on the real deficiencies in our 
cyber security environment in the Fed-
eral Government, and I will tell you, I 
am frustrated to this very moment 
that so little has been done to keep us 
safer. Frankly, the House of Represent-
atives has much more robust cyber se-
curity than the Department of Home-
land Security. That’s kind of a chilling 
thought, but unfortunately, it is true. 

So, at this point, I recognize the gen-
tleman’s concern. I certainly plan on 
working with you, and I also want to 
make sure that each and every Member 
of this House understands the environ-
ment, what their responsibilities are, 
what their staffs’ responsibilities are, 
understand what we’ve done as an in-
stitution, and what the tradeoffs are 
going forward in terms of even more 
vigorous protection. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Before I yield the gen-
tleman 5 minutes, I would say this is 
bigger than just the House, though. 
The computers of the House have been 
violated and when Members go abroad, 
but also, it deals with people in the ad-
ministration. 

And so I think there need to be pub-
lic hearings by the Armed Services 
Committee and by the Judiciary Com-
mittee. This Congress is never reluc-
tant to hold a hearing on different 

things. This is a major issue so it must 
be broader than just the House Admin-
istration Committee. 

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
my good friend for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, in December of 2006 
and then again in March of 2007, my 
Human Rights Subcommittee’s com-
puters were attacked by a virus that, 
in HIR’s words, ‘‘intended to take con-
trol of the computers.’’ At that time, 
the IT professionals cleaned the com-
puters and informed my staff that the 
attacks seemed to come from the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. They said it 
came through or from a Chinese IP ad-
dress. The attackers hacked into files 
related to China. These contained leg-
islative proposals directly related to 
Beijing, including the Global Online 
Freedom Act, e-mails with human 
rights groups regarding strategy, infor-
mation on hearings on China—I chaired 
more than 25 hearings on human rights 
abuses in China—and the names of Chi-
nese dissidents. While this absolutely 
doesn’t prove that Beijing was behind 
the attack, it raises very serious con-
cern that it was. 

Like Mr. WOLF, I too speak out often 
against the systematic abuse of human 
rights by the Chinese Communist gov-
ernment, whether it be religious perse-
cution, the systematic use of torture, 
the total absence of labor rights, press 
freedom or free speech, and since 1979, 
the pervasive use of forced abortion to 
implement the barbaric one-child-per- 
couple policy, the gravest violation of 
women’s and children’s rights ever. So 
I was deeply concerned that the per-
petrators of these crimes searched the 
China files on my computers. 

It is now coming to light, Madam 
Speaker, that some other Members 
may as well have been attacked, and 
more needs to be done to combat this 
danger. So I thank my friend for offer-
ing this very important resolution. 

Madam Speaker, cyber attacks on 
Congress are only a small, but not in-
significant, part of a much larger pat-
tern of attacks to which the executive 
branch, the Pentagon, and American 
business is the chief target. I want to 
recommend, as my colleague Mr. WOLF 
did a moment ago, ‘‘The Chinese Cyber- 
Invasion,’’ an eye-opening feature arti-
cle that recently appeared in the Na-
tional Journal. There we learn that 
some of our top cyber security experts 
believe that Chinese hackers have al-
ready shown that they can hack down 
our power grid. The experts believe 
that the Chinese hackers have caused 
power blackouts in the U.S. One black-
out in 2003 was the largest in U.S. his-
tory and affected some 50 million peo-
ple. 

Chinese hackers and cyber warriors 
are mapping U.S. government and com-
mercial networks at a rate that in the 
last 18 months has increased exponen-
tially. A high-level ODNI official has 
referred to ‘‘a kind of cyber militia . . . 
coming in volumes that are just stag-

gering,’’ he said. The same official said 
that what makes the Chinese hackers 
stand out ‘‘is the pervasive and relent-
less nature of the attacks.’’ 

Madam Speaker, with enormous aid, 
comfort and scads of one-of-a-kind 
technological assistance from U.S. 
companies, including Microsoft, Cisco, 
Google and Yahoo, the Chinese Govern-
ment has achieved a huge qualitative 
capability to suppress freedom of 
speech on the Internet at home and to 
wage cyber warfare abroad. 

Two years ago, I chaired the first 
congressional hearing on this un-
seemly, dangerous partnership, an alli-
ance that enables the Chinese secret 
police to find, arrest, incarcerate, and 
torture religious believers and pro-de-
mocracy activists in China. Google, for 
its part, has become the de facto center 
for China’s ubiquitous anti-American, 
anti-Tibetan, anti-religious propa-
ganda machine, while Cisco has made 
the dreaded Chinese secret police 
among the most effective in the world. 

I have introduced the Global Online 
Freedom Act, which has cleared all 
three committees of jurisdiction and is 
ready for floor action, and I, again, re-
spectfully ask the leadership to bring 
it to the floor to combat this ever- 
worsening threat. For the Chinese peo-
ple, it will make the prospect of free-
dom and democracy more achievable. 
For Chinese dissidents, it’s a matter of 
survival, and for us, it may inhibit the 
transfer of technologies that we must 
prevent from falling into the hands of 
the enemies of fundamental human 
rights. 

Mr. WOLF’s resolution is a wake-up 
call, and it alerts us to take more ef-
fective action and thwart disruption 
and the theft of sensitive data. I 
strongly support the resolution. 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
Madam Speaker, I would like to yield 
to the chairman of the subcommittee 
with jurisdiction over cyber security 
on the House Homeland Security Com-
mittee, Mr. LANGEVIN, 5 minutes. 

(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I want to thank the 
gentlelady for yielding, and I also want 
to thank the gentleman from Virginia 
for bringing this serious issue to light. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Emerging Threats, Cybersecurity, and 
Science and Technology, I have spent 
much of the 110th Congress focused on 
issues of information security. In fact, 
my subcommittee has held eight hear-
ings and conducted investigations into 
dozens of cyber security issues. And 
while I believe we have made some real 
progress in the last year or so, we still 
have a lot of work ahead of us. 

I fully agree with Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, Mike McConnell, 
when he says that cyber security is the 
most significant national security 
issue facing the Nation today, and it’s 
easy to understand why. 

We rely on computers in every aspect 
of our lives, from our banking systems 
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and our electric grid, to our military 
and the functions of our Government. 
And whether we realize it or not, each 
of us is dependent on the effective func-
tioning of computers. For many years, 
these systems were largely closed to 
the outside world, but in the Internet 
age, this is no longer true. 

In the history of the world, never 
have so many people had so much ac-
cess to ideas, knowledge, and skills. 
Unfortunately, never before have so 
many people also possessed the capa-
bility to cause such catastrophic eco-
nomic and physical harm to the United 
States. 

Now, this is not a hypothetical 
threat. In 2007, Vice Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff James Cartwright 
told Congress that ‘‘America is under 
widespread attack in cyberspace.’’ And 
though we have not seen the massive 
denial of service attacks that the Na-
tion of Estonia experienced last year, 
the Federal Government and the pri-
vate sector have been the victims over 
the last decade of an extensive and de-
liberate espionage campaign that has 
had a significant impact upon our Na-
tion. 

As Major General William Lord stat-
ed publicly last year, ‘‘China has 
downloaded 10 to 20 terabytes’’—again 
10 to 20 terabytes—‘‘of data from the 
DOD’s unclassified network.’’ That’s 
the equivalent of almost half of the Li-
brary of Congress. 

American businesses, too, have been 
dramatically affected. One estimate 
suggests that our companies lose an es-
timated $70 billion each year due to 
cyber crime, and individual citizens are 
far from immune either. Electronic 
identity theft affects, as you know, 
millions of us every year. 

There are a variety of motives for 
these attacks, but the result is clear: 
the weakening security and economic 
stability of our country. National secu-
rity is a nonpartisan issue, and we 
must all work together to commit the 
resources and the manpower necessary 
to respond to this threat. 

The situation raised by Congressman 
WOLF today illustrates that while the 
House of Representatives has strong in-
formation protections in place, cyber 
security threats pose a challenge to 
computer systems everywhere, and it is 
an ever-evolving and dynamic threat. 
And we need to do all we can to stay 
out in front of it and ahead of it. 

Now, I’m pleased that the House 
leadership takes this issue very seri-
ously and is taking action to ensure 
that House systems are properly se-
cured, and I especially commend House 
Administration Chairman BOB BRADY 
for directing the Chief Administration 
Officer to immediately adopt addi-
tional protections for House com-
puters. 

I also want to commend the 
gentlelady from California (Ms. ZOE 
LOFGREN) for her due diligence and pas-
sion about cyber security as well, and I 
certainly appreciate the working rela-
tionship, good working relationship, 
that she and I have together. 

I am ready to do anything I can to 
help ensure that our House information 
systems are as secure as possible. Rec-
ognizing that this issue is much larger 
than the House of Representatives, I 
am also committed to addressing the 
broader issues of cyber security across 
the Federal domain and the national 
critical infrastructure. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to ensure that our Federal 
Government is educated and prepared 
at all levels to thwart cyber attacks 
and protect the integrity of our net-
works. 

Mr. WOLF. I recognize the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), a member of 
the Appropriations Committee whose 
computer was also stripped from some-
one in China, for 11⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. KIRK. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia for this resolu-
tion. 

In my judgment, most Members of 
Congress are quite naive about the se-
curity of their offices against an expert 
cyber attack from a foreign intel-
ligence service. 

With regards to China, these types of 
attack are uniquely damaging to the 
U.S.-China relationship. While the res-
olution before us concerns breaches in 
the security of House computers, we 
can assume that the Senate is also 
under attack. 

The message we would send to China 
is that such a cyber attack on the Con-
gress poses unique dangers to the long- 
term relationship of China and the 
United States. We all know that a 
Member of Congress will soon be sworn 
in as a President of the United States 
in just 7 months. To the senior leaders 
overseas that may direct such a cyber 
attack against congressional offices, I 
would ask, What are you thinking? The 
intelligence gained would pale in com-
parison to the damage directly done to 
U.S.-China relations. 

House Information Systems should 
dramatically upgrade the protection of 
U.S. computers, especially in the 
House, and offer Members secure 
Blackberries to protect against that 
unique vulnerability. We should also 
review other security procedures that 
should lead the Congress especially to 
increase the protection of the White 
House, the Defense Department, and 
the State Department. 

I want to commend my colleague Mr. 
WOLF for bringing this to the attention 
of the House and especially the atten-
tion of the American people. 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
Madam Speaker, just a couple of com-
ments. 

In terms of protecting ourselves, I 
can’t emphasize enough, it is impor-
tant for all of us to take steps to se-
cure ourselves. 

I had an opportunity to take a look. 
We keep track of this, the intrusions. I 
took April by example. The origin of 
the intrusion in April, the country that 
originated the largest number of intru-
sions into the House, the United States 
of America. 
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And China wasn’t second. So yes, 

there are intrusions coming from 
China, from Russia, from European 
countries, from our own country, and 
we’d better take precautions to protect 
our data. 

You can’t protect a BlackBerry. If 
you take your BlackBerry overseas—I 
just thought everyone knew this—and 
download something, you are opening 
yourselves up to a vulnerability. Now, 
we can take a snapshot of where your 
BlackBerry is before you go and see if 
it’s been compromised while you’re 
gone, but if you’re not secure in your 
activities, you’re not secure in your ac-
tivities. 

And so I take very seriously what 
you’re saying, which is that not every 
Member understands this. We have to 
change that, and I’m going to be active 
in playing my part to change that. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. I 
will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I appre-
ciate my friend for yielding. 

One of the concerns is, while they 
may be terrorists or homegrown, we’re 
talking about and we are very con-
cerned about is that this is the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China 
and their enablers, people who are part 
of a network, that is very much fo-
cused on trying to wreak havoc and to 
glean information about dissidents, 
about legislative strategy, and about 
what we know about what’s going 
on—— 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Re-
claiming my time, let me just note 
that obviously we don’t want sensitive 
information from the government to be 
in the hands where it can be com-
promised. We’re not arguing that. I’m 
just pointing out that if Members use a 
computer in their office that’s 
networked to visit a Web site in China, 
you can bet—you’re asking for some 
malware to be put on your computer, 
and it’s going to take everything that 
is accessible to the other computers in 
your network. And so you shouldn’t do 
that. 

When I travel with my laptop, and I 
sometimes do, you know, I never hook 
that laptop into the network of the 
House. In fact, it’s against the rules to 
do so. And I don’t do it because that 
would compromise the computer net-
work. And so I would just note that the 
Homeland Security Committee has 
been very vigorous over the past 5 or 6 
years that I’m aware of, I mean, we 
don’t need a wake-up call, we’ve been 
yelling ‘‘fire’’ for half a decade and we 
haven’t really been heard by those who 
have responsibility in the administra-
tion to act. However, we are moving 
forward in terms of systems in the 
House. 

What I’m hearing from you, Mr. 
WOLF, and others, is that Members’ 
level of information is quite variable 
on this, and we will take that seriously 
and do an effort of outreach on that. 
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Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-

ance of my time. 
Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I recog-

nize the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
FORBES) for 2 minutes. 

Mr. FORBES. Thank you, Congress-
man WOLF. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
the privileged resolution offered by my 
good friend from Virginia, but I just 
want to make clear of one thing. This 
is not just about computers in the 
House of Representatives. This is about 
computers and information tech-
nologies all across the country. 

China is among the most aggressive 
countries spying on the United States. 
The FBI has stated that China is and 
will continue to be America’s greatest 
counterintelligence problem during the 
next 10 to 15 years. 

FBI Director Mueller has testified 
before House committees that China’s 
intelligence collection in the U.S. is 
substantial and ongoing. The extent of 
Chinese espionage operations targeting 
the United States should worry every 
single Member that we have here. 

And Madam Speaker, the reason it’s 
so important is they don’t use the 
same techniques that a lot of countries 
do, they use a much wider scope. And 
we understand that economic and in-
dustrial espionage cost American busi-
nesses nearly $60 billion in 2005. 

Director Mueller has stated that 
China has established more than 3,000 
front companies in the United States 
whose purpose is to conduct espionage 
on Americans. And America’s national 
security, intellectual property secrets, 
trade secrets, and infrastructure se-
crets are all at considerable risk. 

If you look at your own computers, 
and not just the illegal access, but next 
to the United States, the largest num-
ber of hits that my computer has in my 
office is from China; 14,000 hits. I guar-
antee you I don’t have many constitu-
ents that are residing in Beijing, but it 
could have something to do with the 
fact that I serve on the Armed Services 
Committee and chair the China Cau-
cus. 

Let me give you two other examples. 
Chi Mak was a Chinese spy who worked 
for a United States defense contractor. 
In 2005, an FBI wiretap caught him dis-
cussing how to smuggle an encrypted 
computer disk to China that had intel-
ligence information that could poten-
tially jeopardize the U.S. Navy. 

Secondly, we had Katrina Leung, 
which public sources have indicated op-
erated as a double agent for China and 
the United States and contaminated 
probably two decades worth of U.S. in-
telligence relating to China as well as 
crippling the FBI’s Chinese counter-
intelligence program. 

She accessed such sensitive intelligence 
through entrapment of a senior FBI agent. 
Both examples illustrate serious threats to 
America’s security, and they’re the ones we 
know about from public sources. 

I have introduced H.R. 3806, the SPIES Act, 
to help strengthen penalties against these se-
rious foreign espionage threats. We cannot 

continue to fight today’s espionage threats 
with yesterday’s laws. Yet while we continue 
to name post office after post office in this 
body we can’t find the time to consider this 
legislation. 

Mister Speaker, we must be mindful of the 
dangers of dismissing a known, ongoing secu-
rity threat. Turning a blind eye will not address 
this issue, and I appreciate my colleague for 
calling our attention to this important issue that 
affects the House of Representatives and the 
country at large. I fully support the resolution 
and urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
Madam Speaker, I would just note, the 
thrust of the gentleman’s resolution 
has to do with the House, which is why 
I’m addressing the House computers. 
On the other hand, I’ve been concerned 
for a long time about cyber security in 
the Federal Government, in the DOD, 
in the Homeland Security Department, 
and frankly, in the private sector. And 
it is very spotty. 

I just wanted to make a correction. I 
was briefed on the National Journal 
story. What happened on the nuclear 
power plant issue, it was not an attack. 
It was someone who was uploading 
some software onto a computer that he 
did not realize was networked, and it 
was inconsistent with other software. 
And actually it didn’t work as designed 
because the control system shut it 
down. 

Having said that, I have said in pub-
lic—so I don’t mind saying it here 
again today—that we have cyber secu-
rity vulnerabilities, especially SCADA 
systems that were installed years ago 
before we were thinking about secu-
rity. We have not paid enough atten-
tion to that either in the private sector 
or the public sector. 

We have had FERC before the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security on sev-
eral occasions urging them to force 
utilities to take the steps they need to 
preserve their networks, and they say 
two things: One, they don’t have 
enough authority; and two, they don’t 
want any more authority. So we’ve 
said this is an emergency situation, 
and we’re not getting an emergency re-
sponse attitude from the agencies with 
authority. 

That is certainly something that 
other committees may want to look at. 
I’m just familiar with the efforts that 
I’ve been involved in, and they’ve been 
substantial, although, regrettably, not 
yet successful. 

I would just like to stand up a little 
bit for our IT guys here in the House. 
It was our IT guys who discovered that 
your computers had been infected and 
notified you. And it’s bad that they 
were infected, but it’s part of the price 
you pay when you use a network com-
puter to visit a potentially dangerous 
Web site. But they cleaned it up and re-
sponded promptly, and I think they de-
serve credit for letting that system 
work. 

And just a final note on hits from 
China. That’s not the same as an at-
tack. And we keep track of the hits we 
have on our Web site. I mean, I get hits 

on my Web site from all over the world. 
I don’t know why people in other coun-
tries come and visit my Web site, but 
it’s not an attack, it’s that they’re 
looking at information that I have 
made publicly available. 

What we are concerned about is at-
tempted intrusions, and there are 
many of those in an astoundingly small 
successful effort. This is a constant 
battle. As the hackers become more so-
phisticated, our defenses need to be-
come more sophisticated, and it never 
ends. That’s why the effort to improve 
our patches in our security needs to 
happen every single day. There needs 
to be continuous monitoring of our sys-
tems. And it has to be all of us. This 
has to be a team. And every Member 
needs to take responsibility for this, 
along with the government itself. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, may I 
inquire as to how much time I have re-
maining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia has 9 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan, the ranking member on the Intel-
ligence Committee, Mr. HOEKSTRA. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank my col-
league. 

One of the jobs that I have here in 
the Congress is to serve as the ranking 
member on the Intelligence Com-
mittee, also having served as the chair-
man on the Intelligence Committee. 

Today I rise in support of Congress-
man WOLF’s privileged resolution on 
cyber security to salute him for his ef-
forts to educate this House and the 
American public about the growing 
threat to U.S. commerce, our national 
security, and the privacy of the Amer-
ican people. 

Unfortunately, some on the other 
side have attempted to scare the Amer-
ican people into thinking that the 
gravest threat to their privacy comes 
from our Nation’s hardworking intel-
ligence professionals. That’s absolutely 
not true. Mr. WOLF, in this resolution 
today, reminds us that the real threat 
to America’s privacy and the safety of 
Americans comes not from within, but 
from those who would do us harm from 
overseas. 

Mr. WOLF had the misfortune to per-
sonally experience this fact when com-
puters in his office were compromised 
by hackers from China, the Chinese, in 
2006. I agree with my friend from Vir-
ginia that his office computers prob-
ably were targeted because of his long 
record of speaking out against human 
rights violations in China. 

While I can’t discuss the specifics of 
what we know, I can tell you that the 
leadership of this Congress, Repub-
licans and Democrats, are well aware 
of the cyber espionage threat that ex-
ists. But what has this Congress done? 
Instead of working to modernize and 
strengthen our Nation’s surveillance 
capabilities, the Democratic leadership 
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of this Congress has sought to tie the 
process down in bureaucracy, in red 
tape. Some have sought to vilify the 
intelligence professionals we ask to 
form the first line of our Nation’s de-
fense. 

And in some cases, instead of talking 
about the threat to America’s privacy 
posed by foreign cyber espionage and 
hackers, they instead point the finger 
of accusation at our intelligence pro-
fessionals and innocent patriotic busi-
nesses that may at this point be help-
ing to protect the Nation, the very 
same intelligence professionals and 
businesses we may turn to to help pro-
tect our Nation from the cyber threat. 

The threats we face are real. These 
are not just simple viruses, these are 
sophisticated attacks on a new elec-
tronic battlefield. They jeopardize 
America’s security—politically, eco-
nomically, and militarily. It’s a global 
problem with multiple threats. Some 
of my colleagues have talked about 
earlier, there has been reports about 
what Russia did in Estonia. We know 
what countries have done against the 
United States. 

So Congress does need to face this 
and face this issue very seriously. Con-
gress needs to ask tough questions 
about trade and technology deals in-
volving Chinese finance and businesses. 
One of the things that we know, while 
my colleague brings up China in this 
instance, and the Chinese, we know 
that it is a global threat. But specifi-
cally about China the message is very, 
very clear, consistently over and over 
the Chinese cheat. 

We also need to focus on the real 
threats our Nation faces, not those 
imagined for partisan gain. And most 
importantly, and most urgently, again, 
to make sure that our intelligence pro-
fessionals on the front lines have the 
tools that they need to keep us safe 
and to attack this cyber threat, this 
Congress needs to pass the Senate 
FISA bill now. Because this law not 
only affects how we track the radical 
jihadists who threaten us, it will also 
impact how we confront the cyber 
threat as well. 

This is a very sophisticated problem, 
it is a very serious problem. I con-
gratulate my colleague for bringing it 
forward. This is an issue that I believe 
we can work on a bipartisan basis. We 
need to work on a bipartisan basis. But 
we need to do first things first, and the 
first thing we need to do now is get 
FISA passed, and do it soon. 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I recog-
nize the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
EHLERS) for 2 minutes. 

Mr. EHLERS. I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia for yielding, and I espe-
cially thank him for bringing this issue 
to the floor. 

I also thank my colleague from Cali-
fornia, who works with me on the 
House Administration committee, for 
her very perceptive comments on this 
problem. 

I would just like to add a little his-
torical insight. I was asked by the new 

Speaker, Newt Gingrich, some years 
ago—in 1995 to be exact—to take 
charge of setting up the new computer 
system for the House of Representa-
tives. It was a formidable task. And 
one issue I emphasized over and over 
was the need for adequate security. 
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We did the best we could at that 
time. And I was very proud for a num-
ber of years that although the White 
House got hacked, the Pentagon got 
hacked, the Senate got hacked, we did 
not get hacked. Those days are over. 
And every Member of this House of 
Representatives has to recognize that. 

This is going to involve, first of all, 
the best possible technology fix. 
There’s no question about it. But 
there’s another aspect that was men-
tioned by my colleague from Cali-
fornia, and that is training Members 
and staff on how to deal with this 
threat and this danger. That is not 
easy. 

When I computerized the House, I 
had to educate my colleagues about 
computers. It was hopeless. I eventu-
ally taught computer classes myself to 
my colleagues to try to get them inter-
ested and to begin using computers. We 
are going to have to be that direct, 
that formidable and persistent in en-
suring that our colleagues and all our 
employees understand the threat and 
that they learn how to deal with the 
threat and especially learn how to pre-
vent incursions by the actions that 
they take with their computers and the 
way they handle their equipment. 

This is a major issue. I will pledge, as 
my colleague from California does, 
that we will attempt our best to ad-
dress this on the House Administration 
Committee, and we will certainly do 
everything possible to solve it. But it 
is going to require the vigilance of 
every employee of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate for that 
matter. 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. I 
will just say that I appreciate Mr. 
EHLERS’ comments. As he has, I have 
introduced many Members to the con-
cept of the Internet. Luckily that is no 
longer as necessary today as it was at 
one time. But some of our colleagues 
are real white-out-on-the-screen folks, 
and we need to bring them forward to 
the modern era. 

But you are right. It is not just the 
Members. As I have mentioned to Mr. 
WOLF, I have made a commitment that 
I intend to follow through to ask the 
Republican Conference and also the 
Democratic Caucus to appear, not just 
by myself, but with top-level experts, 
to explain to Members their respon-
sibilities and vulnerabilities for them 
when they travel abroad with mobile 
devices as well as their desktops in 
their office and how to preserve their 
network. And it’s not just for the staff. 
I mean how many of us have made 
clear to the summer interns that if 
they have their laptop, and they’re on 
a peer-to-peer network for whatever 

reason at home, and then they plug 
that laptop into the House network, I 
might add in violation of our rules, 
that they have introduced a vulnerabil-
ity to our system? I don’t know how 
many of us have given that little tuto-
rial to these wonderful young people, 
but all of us should. 

So I think this has been a helpful res-
olution, Mr. WOLF, because it has 
opened my eyes to the need to get 
Members to pay more attention. And I 
am going to play the most positive role 
I can to make sure that happens. But it 
is also going to take the cooperation of 
the Members themselves, because if 
this is not taken seriously, it won’t 
happen. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WOLF. How much time do I have 

left, Mr. Speaker? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The gentleman from Vir-
ginia has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentlelady for 
her agreement. I think we have to, one, 
read the National Journal. This is a 
very respected magazine. And this is a 
serious problem. Up until now, it has 
been neglected by many in the admin-
istration and many in Congress. 

Secondly, I think the American peo-
ple are ahead of this Congress. And 
quite frankly on this issue with China, 
I think they are ahead of the adminis-
tration. They are ahead of the adminis-
tration on human rights, religious free-
dom, persecution and bad goods coming 
in from China. This Congress and this 
administration ought to wake up. 

Thirdly, people are not anxious to 
talk about this in the Congress, nor are 
they anxious to talk about it in the ad-
ministration. They are not anxious to 
talk about it. There was an effort to 
have me not go ahead with this using 
different techniques and different 
ideas. And we complied. We worked 
with the majority every way we can. 

I want to say this. I will not let this 
issue rest. I may not be the fastest per-
son in this institution. But I am as 
dogged as anyone. And I expect the 
leadership, I expect the leadership to 
deal with this not just by the House 
Administration Committee, I expect 
the leadership to deal with this on the 
Armed Services Committee. I expect 
the leadership to deal with this with 
regard to the House Intelligence Com-
mittee. I expect the Government Oper-
ations, has the Government Operations 
Committee ever been reluctant to hold 
a hearing on anything? And the answer 
is ‘‘no.’’ They must deal with this 
issue. And I tell the gentlelady, who 
has been very good, and I thank her for 
that, that if this is not resolved, I will 
be down here on the floor. I will rework 
this resolution. It will be a privileged 
resolution. And the next time there 
will be a vote on this. And then the 
American people, the American people 
can see how aggressive this administra-
tion and this Congress will be on a 
major national security issue and the 
issues of religious freedom and persecu-
tion. Keep in mind that 35 Catholic 
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bishops are in jail in China. Two hun-
dred Protestant pastors are in jail in 
China. They have plundered the Tibet-
ans, and they’re persecuting the 
Uighurs. This is not a government that 
is very friendly. And also they are the 
leading supporter of genocide in 
Darfur. 

With that, knowing this will be dealt 
with, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to say that I serve 
on three committees. I serve on the 
House Administration Committee. And 
I am here today in that capacity. I 
serve on the Homeland Security Com-
mittee where I have participated in I 
would say dozens of hearings on 
cybersecurity at least over the years. 
And I serve on the House Judiciary 
Committee where we have had, we have 
a little bit of jurisdiction, but we have 
actually worked pretty hard on our 
spyware issues and cybersecurity 
issues. We have paid attention to that. 

I know that the Armed Services Com-
mittee has also paid attention to the 
whole issue of cyber warfare and 
cybersecurity. The Intelligence Com-
mittee isn’t allowed to tell the rest of 
us mere mortals who don’t serve what 
they have done, but I certainly hope 
they are taking this seriously and be-
lieve that they are. 

I know that the gentleman has the 
right to close. I would just say that I 
would like to provide to Mr. WOLF the 
material from the many, many hear-
ings that we have had. I think that he 
would value seeing what we have done 
so far. And also it would be valuable to 
him to see what remains to be done. 

As I said earlier, we have been 
yelling, actually yelling about this. We 
have, as a Nation, tremendous vulnera-
bilities. And you can’t always know. 
You can detect, unless it is spoofed, 
where an intrusion is coming from. 
You can’t always say who has initiated 
that intrusion. But I will tell you, 
these intrusions and hackers are com-
ing from all over the world with all 
kinds of intentions. And we all ought 
to take all of this very seriously. And 
we have failed, I think, to do all of the 
things that we could have done. 

We have worked with the private sec-
tor. And at this point, the private sec-
tor is so wary of the Department of 
Homeland Security that there is a re-
luctance, actually, to work with the 
department because the information 
provided to the department will be so 
insecure. So we have a long ways to go. 

I am glad that the gentleman has a 
strong interest in this. I wish that 
every Member had a strong interest in 
it. And maybe after we are through 
having these presentations to the Re-
publican Conference and the Demo-
cratic Caucus, we will have a higher 
level of Member interest. And maybe 
instead of just our few voices in the 
wilderness here in the House, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. LANGEVIN, myself and Mr. 
THORNBERRY, who have been working 
on this for so many years, will have 
more voices, and maybe we will have a 
better response. I certainly hope so. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 

the balance of my time. 
MOTION TO REFER OFFERED BY MS. ZOE 

LOFGREN OF CALIFORNIA 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a motion at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Ms. Zoe Lofgren of California moves that 

the House refer the resolution to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to refer. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to refer. 
The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 6063, NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2008 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 1257 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1257 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6063) to au-
thorize the programs of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, and for 
other purposes. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived 
except those arising under clause 9 or 10 of 
rule XXI. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on Science and Technology now 
printed in the bill. The committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute are waived except 
those arising under clause 10 of rule XXI. 
Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule XVIII, no 
amendment to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute shall be in order 
except those printed in the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time specified in 
the report equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of the 

Whole. All points of order against such 
amendments are waived except those arising 
under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. During consideration in the House 
of H.R. 6063 pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous 
question, the Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the bill to such time as may 
be designated by the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to my colleague and friend from Flor-
ida, Representative DIAZ-BALART. All 
time yielded during consideration of 
the rule is for debate only. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. I also ask unanimous con-
sent, Mr. Speaker, that all Members be 
given 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on House 
Resolution 1257. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, House Resolution 1257 pro-
vides for consideration of H.R. 6063, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration Authorization Act of 2008, 
under a structured rule. 

The rule provides 1 hour of general 
debate controlled by the Committee on 
Science and Technology. It also waives 
all points of order against consider-
ation of the bill except clauses 9 and 10 
of rule XXI. 

The rule makes in order the 12 
amendments listed in the Rules Com-
mittee report accompanying the reso-
lution. Finally, the rule provides one 
motion to recommit with or without 
instructions. 

b 1815 

Mr. Speaker, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act is a commonsense and 
fiscally responsible authorization plan 
for NASA that will strengthen our abil-
ity to improve our Nation’s economy, 
communities and programs, as well as 
our national security. 

The bill authorizes $20.21 billion for 
NASA for fiscal year 2009. This includes 
$1 billion in funding to accelerate the 
development of the Orion Crew Explo-
ration Vehicle and Ares 1 Crew Launch 
Vehicle. This ensures that we do not 
lose ground to Russia and China as we 
work to build the next generation of 
space flight vehicles. 
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I would take a point of personal 

privilege to point out, Mr. Speaker, 
that the husband of a Member of the 
House of Representatives, GABRIELLE 
GIFFORDS, is on the present space vehi-
cle that is in outer space. I learned 
from, we call her ‘‘Gabby,’’ that her 
husband will be home Saturday, and we 
wish him and the crew all safety and 
Godspeed. 

Additionally, the underlying bill pro-
vides for programs in human space 
flight and exploration, aeronautics re-
search and development and scientific 
research, including Earth observations 
and research. 

The bill authorizes an additional 
Space Shuttle flight to deliver the 
Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer to the 
International Space Station. 

Lastly, the underlying bill contains 
important provisions related to edu-
cation, space traffic management and 
astronaut health care. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying bill’s bi-
partisan support is a testament to the 
fact that my colleagues on both sides 
understand the tremendous importance 
of supporting NASA. However, in this 
time of soaring drug and food prices, a 
plummeting economy and war, some 
are asking why Congress should invest 
in our Nation’s space program. To put 
it another way, why are we going in 
space when I don’t have gas to get to 
the grocery store? While I whole-
heartedly disagree, I would be remiss if 
I did not at least acknowledge their 
concerns. 

It provides us with the opportunity 
to recount the many lifesaving and 
life-altering methods and products that 
were made possible through space tech-
nology. 

Mr. Speaker, people of all ages know 
that putting men on the moon in 1969 
was one of NASA’s pioneering achieve-
ments. Missions to space have given us 
all a sense of national pride and allow 
us to better understand the universe in 
which we live. Few know, however, 
that for 50 years space technology has 
laid the foundation for consumer prod-
ucts that help businesses run more effi-
ciently and allow everyday people to 
live safer, longer and better lives. 

Think about it. The United States 
has some of the most cutting-edge 
medical technology in the world be-
cause of NASA. The pacemaker, voice- 
controlled wheelchairs and the MRI all 
rely on technology that was first devel-
oped for space exploration. 

More than 560,000 Americans will die 
from cancer this year, including over 
40,000 in my home State of Florida. 
Space technology has led to life-saving 
advanced screening and treatment 
methods for breast cancer that are 
more accurate, cost-effective and less 
invasive. 

Do you want more? We have all come 
to realize the consequences of not pro-
tecting our environment and con-
serving our resources. NASA has made 
significant contributions to the way 
that we adopt environmentally-friend-
ly practices in our homes, businesses 

and everyday lives. It has been at the 
forefront of documenting climate 
change. 

Further, solar energy, environmental 
control sensors that monitor emission 
levels and water purification systems 
that could save millions in poorer 
countries from developing deadly and 
debilitating water-borne diseases were 
all made possible because of space 
technology. 

Mr. Speaker, I could go on and on. I 
would be remiss if I didn’t mention the 
microwave oven, food products and 
drinks that have been developed be-
cause of space technology. 

The past 7 years have made us acute-
ly aware, Mr. Speaker, of the impor-
tance of having the infrastructure and 
tools to respond to natural and man- 
made disasters. There too, NASA has 
played a crucial role in national secu-
rity by providing the resources and 
technology to make our communities, 
borders, waterways and airways safer. 
We owe wireless technology, storm 
warning devices and radiation hazard 
detection in part to space technology 
that was developed and tested under 
NASA programs. 

Mr. Speaker, for me, the future of the 
U.S. space program hits close to home. 
The Kennedy Space Center in Cape Ca-
naveral has a profound impact on Flor-
ida’s economy and well-being, and my 
colleague in the minority, Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART, and I know this all too well. 

Again a point of personal privilege. 
Where Cape Canaveral, Cape Kennedy 
is, Mr. Speaker, as a child I fished 
there in the Haulover Canal, and I 
can’t tell you what a tremendous, scin-
tillating experience for me it is to see 
an area that was and still is pristine, 
now the place where our national pride 
is raised every time a space vehicle is 
launched. 

In 2006 alone, the space program con-
tributed nearly $1.7 billion to Florida’s 
economy. It provides thousands of di-
rect and indirect jobs, encourages busi-
nesses and recreational travel, and also 
helps groom the next generation of 
mathematicians and scientists by pro-
viding learning and research opportuni-
ties for students of all ages. 

Mr. Speaker, by supporting this rule 
and the underlying bill, we are invest-
ing in the welfare of our great country 
and installing the next chapter in the 
American book of creativity and inno-
vation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank my good friend, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), for the 
time, and yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, next month we are set 
to celebrate the 50th anniversary of the 
creation of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration, NASA, in 
the beginning of its mission ‘‘to pio-
neer the future in space exploration, 
scientific discovery and aeronautics re-
search.’’ 

Since then, NASA has sent men to 
the moon, established a permanent 
human presence in space aboard the 
International Space Station, sent ro-
bots to explore Mars for signs of life, 
and launched the Hubble Telescope 
that revolutionized astronomy by pro-
viding unprecedented deep and clear 
views of the universe. One can only 
imagine what NASA will accomplish in 
the next 50 years as we begin working 
building a permanent base on the moon 
and eventually sending astronauts to 
explore Mars and beyond. 

Since the creation of the Kennedy 
Space Center in 1962, as my good friend 
Mr. HASTINGS has explained, Florida 
has played an integral role supporting 
NASA’s mission through a partnership 
between Florida’s academic and busi-
ness sectors. Florida will continue to 
play an important role as the space 
flights to the moon and Mars begin 
their journey of exploration at the 
Kennedy Space Center in Florida. I am 
pleased that the underlying legislation, 
H.R. 6063, will continue this successful 
partnership. 

Three years ago, Congress passed the 
NASA Authorization Act of 2005 which 
provided policy and programmatic 
guidance for NASA that made clear 
that NASA is and should remain a 
multi-mission agency, with a balanced 
portfolio of programs in space, aero-
nautics and human space flight, includ-
ing human and robotic exploration be-
yond low Earth orbit. 

Today’s legislation reaffirms those 
basic principles, while emphasizing the 
importance of NASA leadership and 
Earth observations and research, aero-
nautics research and development to 
address critical national needs, and an 
exploration program strengthened by 
international cooperation under strong 
United States leadership. 

The underlying legislation authorizes 
$20.21 billion in funding for fiscal year 
2009. That is a 2.8 percent increase in 
investment from fiscal year 2008. 

As we all know, NASA intends to re-
tire the shuttle fleet in 2010. The shut-
tle will be replaced with a 21st century 
exploration system, the Constellation 
Program, that will be cost-effective, 
reliable, versatile, and, most impor-
tantly, safe for our brave and brilliant 
astronauts. 

Until the Constellation Program is 
ready for lift off in 2015, we will be reli-
ant upon Russia to ferry our crews and 
equipment to the International Space 
Station. NASA has agreements to pay 
Russia $760 million, and those costs 
could rise as high as $2.8 billion during 
the gap. To reduce our reliance on Rus-
sia, the bill authorizes an additional $1 
billion to accelerate the development 
of the replacement Orion and Ares 
rockets and reduce the 5-year gap. 
Doing that will help retain thousands 
of well-paying aerospace, engineering 
and technician jobs and maintain 
American expertise in those areas. 

The legislation also fully authorizes 
the administration’s request for the 
International Space Station to ensure 
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its safety and long-term viability and 
funds additional shuttle missions, in-
cluding one to deliver the Alpha Mag-
netic Spectrometer. The spectrometer 
is designed to search for unusual mat-
ter by measuring cosmic rays. Its ex-
periments will help researchers study 
and unlock the mysteries of the forma-
tion of the universe. 

This legislation fully authorizes 
NASA’s Education Program, which 
seeks to inspire and motivate students 
to pursue careers in science, tech-
nology, engineering and mathematics. 
I believe it is vital to keep the United 
States competitive in science, math 
and engineering. Our children are our 
future, and by seriously funding math 
and science programs we ensure that 
our future generations will continue to 
excel, explore and discover. 

I would like to thank Chairman GOR-
DON and Ranking Member HALL and 
Subcommittee Chairman UDALL and 
Ranking Member FEENEY for their bi-
partisan work in the Science Com-
mittee on this important reauthoriza-
tion bill. Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, 
that bipartisan spirit didn’t make it 
past the doors of the Rules Committee, 
where the majority only allowed one 
Republican amendment, while allowing 
10 Democratic amendments. It is a new 
ratio, 10 to 1. And that one Republican 
amendment is just a sense of Congress, 
while many of the Democratic amend-
ments call for substantive changes in 
policy. 

One example of how the majority 
consistently blocks Republicans but al-
lows Democratic amendments is illus-
trated with the disparate treatment of 
the Lampson and Gingrey amend-
ments. The majority on the Rules Com-
mittee made in order the Lampson 
amendment exempting NASA from sec-
tion 526(a) of the Energy Independence 
and Security Act, and yet when Rep-
resentative GINGREY submitted two 
amendments to the Rules Committee 
regarding the same issue, they were 
both rejected. 

So far this year, the majority on the 
Rules Committee has issued a record 54 
closed rules, while only allowing one 
open rule. The majority had an oppor-
tunity yesterday to change their ways 
and provide an open rule for this legis-
lation, thus doubling their amount of 
open rules, but instead they decided by 
a party-line vote that they are quite 
content blocking an open debate. 

An open debate on the NASA reau-
thorization would be particularly help-
ful in getting this legislation signed 
into law. Prior to the hearing in the 
Rules Committee, the administration 
issued its Statement of Administrative 
Policy, or SAP, as it is known. The 
SAP stated that the administration 
has several areas of concern with the 
legislation. By allowing an open debate 
process, we could vet the areas of con-
cern so we can produce a bill that can 
be signed into law. However, the major-
ity decided against an open and fair de-
bate, and now this important reauthor-
ization may be delayed. 

b 1830 
It didn’t have to be like that. One of 

the central tenets of the Democrats’ 
campaign in 2006 was that they would 
run Congress in a more open and bipar-
tisan manner. On December 6, 2006, 
Speaker PELOSI reiterated her cam-
paign promise. She said, and I quote, 
‘‘We promised the American people 
that we would have the most honest 
and open government, and we will.’’ 

Yet here we are, three-fourths of the 
way through the 110th Congress, and 
the majority has come forth with one 
open rule. What a shame that their 
promises were left on the campaign 
trail. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman, a member of 
the Rules Committee and my good 
friend from Florida (Ms. CASTOR). 

Ms. CASTOR. I thank my good friend 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) who is a 
strong supporter of the space program. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 6063, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration Act of 2008. 

NASA is celebrating its 50-year anni-
versary this year, and I salute and con-
gratulate everyone at NASA for their 
contributions to American life and 
science. Space exploration and re-
search comprised the foundation of 
technological advances in America 
that have greatly improved all of our 
lives. 

For example, in early NASA mis-
sions, large-scale integrated circuits 
were created that today are the basis 
for all modern computers, and how 
would we live without computers 
today? NASA also helps the United 
States maintain its competitive edge 
in the global marketplace. More engi-
neers now come from outside the 
United States that are produced by our 
colleges and universities. 

America can do better. NASA is one 
of the keys to doing so. NASA sci-
entists and researchers keep America 
focused on innovation and better-pay-
ing jobs. In addition, fewer and fewer 
children are interested in entering 
science fields, even though our world 
today is dominated by science and 
technology. We must encourage young 
people and students to stay interested 
in science and enter scientific fields of 
study. The fantastic NASA missions 
and research also plays a vital role 
here. 

There are currently seven astronauts 
aboard the Space Shuttle Discovery pre-
paring to return to earth after a highly 
successful mission. I had the privilege 
of watching the successful launch of 
the Space Shuttle Discovery a week and 
a half ago at the Kennedy Space Center 
in Cape Canaveral, Florida. I was 
thrilled to share that day with our col-
league, Congresswoman GABRIELLE 
GIFFORDS, as her husband, Mark Kelly, 
is the commander of the Space Shuttle 
Discovery. 

Congratulations to the Discovery 
crew, the mission team on the ground 
as well, as they have successfully deliv-
ered the Japanese Kibo scientific lab to 
the International Space Station and 
have now completed their mission. The 
personnel at the Kennedy Space Center 
and their partners throughout Florida 
have an unmatched dedication to our 
country’s space program. 

They are a highly trained workforce 
with a record of achievement and tradi-
tion that cannot be matched. That’s 
why it troubles me that President Bush 
has threatened a veto of this important 
NASA bill. 

I urge President Bush to reflect on 
these facts before he picks up his veto 
pen, which he threatened to do yester-
day in a letter to us. Before President 
Bush vetoes this outstanding NASA re-
authorization bill, I would urge the 
White House to consider the economic 
impact of such a bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
CLARKE). The time of the gentlelady 
has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentlelady an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. CASTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
Before President Bush picks up his 

veto pen to veto this outstanding 
NASA reauthorization bill, I urge the 
White House to consider the economic 
impact of such a veto on the State of 
Florida, Florida’s economy, and aero-
nautic research and science throughout 
this country. 

I congratulate Chairman UDALL and 
all in the committee for this fantastic 
bill. Congratulations to everyone at 
NASA for their 50-year anniversary. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this important 
bill. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, at this time I 
would like to insert into the RECORD 
the Statement of Administration Pol-
icy. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, June 10, 2008, 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.R. 6063—NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2008 

(Rep. Udall (D) Colorado and 7 cosponsors) 

The Administration supports maintaining 
a strong national civil space science and aer-
onautics enterprise and is committed to ad-
vancing the quest for new knowledge, dis-
covery, and exploration that is embodied in 
NASA programs and activities. However, the 
Administration strongly opposes H.R. 6063 
because it mandates specific Space Shuttle 
flights that greatly threaten NASA’s ability 
to retire the Shuttle in 2010, an action that 
is critical to implementing the President’s 
Vision for Space Exploration. In addition, 
the Administration has other serious objec-
tions to several provisions of H.R. 6063 that 
must be satisfactorily addressed prior to 
final congressional action on reauthorization 
legislation. 

The bill contains provisions that mandate 
two contingency logistics flights and an ad-
ditional Shuttle flight for the Alpha Mag-
netic Spectrometer and require that these 
flights take place before Shuttle retirement, 
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thus effectively superseding the 2010 Shuttle 
retirement date that is a critical step to ena-
bling successful development of the Crew Ex-
ploration Vehicle as called for by the Presi-
dent’s Vision for Space Exploration. Con-
sistent with the Vision, the current Space 
Shuttle flight manifest is a measured and 
carefully balanced plan to allow the comple-
tion of the International Space Station 
(ISS), a safe and orderly retirement of the 
Shuttle, and the smooth transition of facili-
ties and personnel to Exploration Systems 
programs by September 2010. The direction 
in this section would almost certainly result 
in several serious impacts and risks to 
NASA’s exploration programs and other ac-
tivities, including: (1) significantly increas-
ing costs of the Shuttle program, not includ-
ing potential recertification activities; (2) 
delaying the operational capability of the 
Orion CEV well beyond its current projected 
dates; (3) exacerbating transition challenges, 
including facilities and workforce; and (4) ex-
posing astronaut crews to increased risks. In 
addition, statutorily mandating additional 
flights regardless of safety assessments and 
costs sets a dangerous and unwise precedent. 

The Space Shuttle must be retired by the 
end of 2010, and the NASA Administrator’s 
authority to make the final determination 
on Shuttle flights based on safety consider-
ations must be preserved. In addition, any 
increased cost of an additional Shuttle flight 
must be satisfactorily accommodated within 
the President’s proposed discretionary 
spending total. 

The FY 2009 budget request of $17.6 billion 
is sufficient to achieve NASA’s goals, and 
the additional $2.6 billion authorized in the 
bill above the President’s request is incon-
sistent with the Administration’s fiscal poli-
cies. Accordingly, the Administration op-
poses this increased authorization level. 

In addition, H.R. 6063 directs several spe-
cific activities under the assumption that 
additional funding will be appropriated, 
making it likely they will become unfunded 
mandates. Directing activities in this man-
ner would severely disrupt the budgets for 
NASA’s ongoing, carefully-balanced pro-
grams and Centers linked to other high-pri-
ority goals and activities. For this reason 
and in view of associated problematic policy 
implications, the following requirements 
should either be removed from the bill or ap-
propriately modified: (1) carrying out an ad-
ditional procurement for Commercial Orbital 
Transfer Services (COTS) crew capabilities, 
and mandating that NASA purchase com-
mercial services regardless of cost; (2) estab-
lishing an Exploration-related technology 
research and development program that 
would draw funding away from the Orion 
CEV, delaying its availability; (3) estab-
lishing a cross-cutting technology develop-
ment program within the Science Mission 
Directorate at a level of five percent of the 
Directorate’s budget; (4) requiring the con-
tinued operation and utilization of the ISS 
by the United States after 2016, without first 
mitigating significant budget implications 
in the outyears; and (5) prescribing specific 
roles and responsibilities regarding NASA’s 
work with various advisory and external re-
view committees and other Federal agencies 
that the Administration believes would be 
problematic and duplicative of already well- 
established roles and responsibilities. 

The Administration also is concerned with 
the proposed wording of certain provisions 
and strongly urges that these provisions be 
modified before passage of the bill. For ex-
ample, the direction in the bill to limit 
NASA’s ability to dispose of Space Shuttle- 
related hardware is likely to severely disrupt 
ongoing Shuttle retirement and transition 
activities. Similarly, the specific wording of 
other provisions in H.R. 6063, including re-

quiring all space observatories to be service-
able regardless of practicality; overly-pre-
scribed aeronautics research goals; and un-
productive astronaut health surveys could 
lead to serious unintended consequences, in-
cluding greatly increased costs to carry out 
these mandates. The Administration calls on 
Congress to modify these provisions to pro-
vide NASA sufficient flexibility to make pro-
grammatic and management decisions as 
necessary. 

In addition, the bill directs NASA to ini-
tiate discussions with foreign nations on 
‘‘space traffic management.’’ This provision 
directly infringes upon the President’s au-
thority to conduct foreign affairs. The 
United States already actively promotes 
international cooperation to enhance 
spaceflight safety and supports consideration 
of voluntary transparency and confidence 
building measures in appropriate venues 
under the leadership of the Department of 
State, with appropriate assistance from the 
Department of Defense. These provisions ac-
cordingly should be removed. A similar ob-
jectionable provision is contained in the 
bill’s section governing ‘‘exploration crew 
rescue.’’ 

Finally, in addition to the significant con-
cerns highlighted above that must be satis-
factorily addressed prior to final congres-
sional action, the Administration has an 
overarching concern about the highly pre-
scriptive nature of the bill and the signifi-
cant number of reports and studies that this 
legislation would require. The Administra-
tion understands the need for timely infor-
mation for Congress to conduct its oversight 
responsibilities; however, the burden that 
would be placed on various agencies of the 
Executive Branch, including NASA, is of 
concern. The Administration looks forward 
to working with Congress to modify these as-
pects of the bill. 

The President does not threaten to 
veto the legislation. He enumerates in 
this statement a number of concerns 
with the legislation and finalizes the 
statement by saying that the adminis-
tration looks forward to working with 
Congress to modify these aspects of the 
bill. 

Madam Speaker, at this time I would 
like to yield 3 minutes to a distin-
guished colleague from Michigan, 
whose father was an aeronautical engi-
neer and always has demonstrated 
great leadership on the issue of NASA 
and cutting-edge space technology, 
Mrs. MILLER. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I cer-
tainly appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing time to me. 

Madam Speaker, I am opposed to the 
rule, but I do wholeheartedly support 
the underlying bill. 

As my colleague said, my dad was an 
aeronautical engineer and actually 
worked for the Chrysler missile plant 
that was down at Redstone with 
Wernher von Braun and was one of the 
original rocket scientists. So I cer-
tainly have always marveled at every-
thing that NASA has done. 

I do support this bill, H.R. 6063, the 
National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration Authorization Act of 2008. 
I think a strong and a vital space pro-
gram is absolutely crucial to ensuring 
America’s place at the forefront of 
technological advancement. Most peo-
ple today take for granted so many of 
the incredible contributions that our 

space program had made toward im-
proving the quality of our every day 
lives. 

Many of them have been articulated 
today, but we certainly recognize GPS, 
global positioning systems, and weath-
er forecasting and advanced medicine, 
cell phones or BlackBerries, satellite 
TV and even microwave ovens. They all 
exist today in large measure due to 
America’s space program. 

From Mercury, to Gemini, to Apollo, 
to the Skylab, to the space shuttle, to 
the International Space Station, NASA 
has led the way in sending Americans 
from the earth to the moon and our 
technology to heights unimagined, I 
think, by previous generations. 

We currently are on the edge of a 
very exciting new scientific break-
through as NASA begins to shift, real-
ly, to the technologically advanced 
Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle and to 
the new Ares I Crew Launch Vehicle, 
which could eventually lead to a 
manned mission to Mars. 

And I recognize that while some 
might debate the cost of the space pro-
gram, or they might argue that money 
can be better spent elsewhere, I would 
also respond with the fact that those 
same arguments were presented more 
than a generation ago. Where would we 
be today if in the 1960s America had 
not answered President Kennedy’s call 
to reach for the stars? 

In fact, I would bet that Columbus 
may have had some debate with the 
Queen of Spain that the Spanish Treas-
ury needed to finance his exploration 
of the New World when everybody was 
absolutely convinced that the world 
was, in fact, flat. 

So who knows what discoveries or ad-
vances to the world that we might miss 
if we do not continue to challenge the 
scientific and creative imaginations of 
the entire world? I absolutely believe 
that it is in the best interest of this 
Nation to continue our commitment to 
space exploration, and I whole-
heartedly support this bill. 

Again, I do oppose the rule. I am dis-
tressed that it has been brought to the 
floor like this, but I certainly would 
urge all of my colleagues to support 
the underlying legislation and to con-
tinue to reach for the stars. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I am the last speaker for this 
side. I will reserve my time until the 
gentleman has closed for his side and 
yielded back his time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I thank my good friend. 

Madam Speaker, at this time I would 
like to yield 3 minutes to a great lead-
er from the State of Illinois (Mr. 
ROSKAM). 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I came down a cou-
ple of minutes ago and listened to the 
opening comments of the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida as he went 
through the litany of successes of the 
space program in the past, and it was a 
good recitation and a good reflection 
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on those things that we can really be 
proud of as Americans that the space 
program has accomplished. I jotted 
down a couple of notes, the pacemaker, 
solar energy, environmental control 
systems, MRIs, microwaves, wireless 
technology and so forth and so on. 

I am here as a supporter of the space 
program and as someone who wants to 
see that innovation and that creativity 
deployed in a way that not only has an 
impact on these types of things, but 
also has an impact on the great strug-
gle that we are facing as a country and 
that my district and many, many other 
districts around the country are facing, 
and that is the cost of aviation fuel. I 
had an amendment that I offered to the 
Rules Committee that unfortunately 
was just swatted away in a partisan 
fashion, and I was very disappointed in 
that. Not a single Democrat was will-
ing to vote for it, and I was just dis-
appointed. 

My sense is let’s take the NASA pro-
gram and develop that talent and tilt 
that talent that the gentleman from 
Florida cited so eloquently a few min-
utes ago, and let’s get it working on al-
ternative fuels as it relates to aviation. 
Because, you see, I represent O’Hare 
Airport in the Chicago metropolitan 
area. I represent thousands and thou-
sands of passengers, thousands of air-
line employees. 

The airline industry is now under the 
crushing weight of excessive costs of 
aviation fuel. Fuel is up 40 percent to 
the point of a ticket price, 40 percent 
now is that of the ticket price, of the 
ticket on an airplane, up from only 15 
percent back in the year 2000. Amer-
ican Airlines spent $61 billion this year 
in fuel, whereas last year they spent 
only $41 billion. 

My amendment simply said this, to 
direct NASA, to say, look, don’t allo-
cate resources at this time when we 
can’t afford it, to the Deep Space Cli-
mate Observatory. Instead, direct 
those resources to alternative fuels for 
commercial aviation with a three- 
prong test, the need to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign sources of energy, 
the need to develop a fuel that will pro-
vide greater stability for the airline in-
dustry and also that will reduce the 
emissions. 

I think that’s an area where the en-
tire Congress can come together. For 
the life of me, I don’t understand why 
it was swatted away in such a partisan 
fashion, and I hope that on future eval-
uations by the Rules Committee that 
they will have a little bit of an open 
mind. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, it’s my privi-
lege to yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman for yielding and the previous 
gentleman that spoke, the gentleman 
from Illinois, talking about those air-

line prices. There is no question what’s 
causing that is the cost of jet fuel. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op-
position to this rule where the Demo-
cratic majority has once again denied 
the American people a full debate on 
the ramifications of our Federal poli-
cies on American energy independence. 
Unfortunately the rule for H.R. 6063, 
the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act of 
2008, made only one Republican amend-
ment in order and has effectively shut 
down debate once again, breaking the 
promise, as my distinguished colleague 
from Florida said, that Speaker PELOSI 
made that this would be the most open 
and honest Congress in history. 

I, along with several of my Repub-
lican colleagues, offered two of the 
amendments that were not made in 
order. Our amendments would have 
worked to correct a misguided provi-
sion of the Energy Independence and 
Security Act of 2007, section 526, that 
prevents the Federal Government from 
developing and implementing alter-
native fuels from domestic sources that 
could help NASA reduce fuel costs. 

Over the past 5 years NASA has seen 
an increase of almost 400 percent in 
spending for jet fuel from $4.5 million 
in fiscal year 2003 to $18.3 million in fis-
cal year 2007. Put simply, this growth 
is out of control. NASA has been ac-
tively researching alternative fuel 
sources to help reduce fuel costs, not 
only for itself, but for other Federal 
agencies as well. Indeed, listen to this, 
the Department of Defense uses 380,000 
barrels of refined products per day, 
380,000 barrels. 

b 1845 
They estimate that its increased cost 

of fuel in 2008 will be approximately $10 
billion. Now this is just the delta. This 
is just the increase because of bal-
looning oil prices. 

NASA, as my colleagues have pointed 
out, has historically been on the cut-
ting edge of innovation with contribu-
tions that have been mentioned here, 
technologies this Nation uses on a 
daily basis. What a lot of people don’t 
know, currently NASA is partnering 
with the Air Force on aggressive re-
search to convert domestic energy 
sources—domestic, that means right 
here in River City—on aggressive re-
search to convert things like coal, nat-
ural gas, biomass, oil shale into clean-
er, yes, cleaner, and more economic al-
ternatives to traditional jet fuel. 

Gas prices continue to rise, and yet 
the Democratic majority, and I don’t 
blame my colleague from Florida in 
the majority who I enjoyed thoroughly 
serving with on the Rules Committee, I 
blame the Democratic leadership. They 
have effectively stymied innovation at 
NASA that could potentially help us 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil. 

We have this great opportunity, and 
yet the leadership of the Democratic 
Party has turned their back on the 
American people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional minute. 

Mr. GINGREY. My amendments, by 
either repealing section 526 or by pro-
viding a full waiver to NASA, just to 
that one agency as my amendments 
would have done, we could allow the 
agency to continue its ongoing work to 
develop emerging technologies and not 
be held hostage to baseless policies 
driven by out-of-control environmental 
extremists. 

Madam Speaker, it is unfortunate 
that the Democratic majority again 
chooses to deny an open debate on im-
portant energy issues. So I urge my 
colleagues to defeat the previous ques-
tion and this rule so we can help the 
Democratic majority live up to its 
promise to conduct the most open and 
honest Congress in history. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to reserve my 
time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, back on April 
24, 2006, just over 2 years ago, now- 
Speaker NANCY PELOSI issued the fol-
lowing statement: ‘‘With skyrocketing 
gas prices, it is clear that the Amer-
ican people can no longer afford the 
Republican rubber-stamp Congress and 
its failure to stand up to Republican 
Big Oil and gas company cronies. 
Americans this week are paying $2.91 a 
gallon for regular gasoline, 33 cents 
higher than last month, and double the 
price than when President Bush first 
came into office.’’ 

Madam Speaker, most Americans 
would be happy if they were paying 
$2.91 a gallon today instead of over $4 a 
gallon. 

Reinforcing the fact that the major-
ity has yet to confront the high price 
of gasoline, just over a month ago the 
newspaper Investor’s Business Daily in 
an editorial said that this Congress ‘‘is 
possibly the most irresponsible in mod-
ern history. This is especially true 
when it comes to America’s dysfunc-
tional energy policy.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the editorial 
from the Investor’s Business Daily. 

[From Investor’s Business Daily, Apr. 29, 
2008] 

CONGRESS VS. YOU 
We’ve said it before, but we’ll say it again: 

This Congress is possibly the most irrespon-
sible in modern history. This is especially 
true when it comes to America’s dysfunc-
tional energy policy. 

The media won’t call either the House or 
the Senate on its failures, for one very obvi-
ous reason: They mostly share an ideology 
with the Democrats that keeps them from 
understanding how free markets and supply 
and demand really work. Sad, but true. 

So we were happy to hear the president do 
the job, calling out Congress for its inaction 
and ignorance in his wide-ranging press con-
ference Tuesday. 

‘‘Many Americans are understandably anx-
ious about issues affecting their pocketbook, 
from gas and food prices to mortgage and 
tuition bills,’’ Bush said. ‘‘They’re looking to 
their elected leaders in Congress for action. 
Unfortunately, on many of these issues, all 
they’re getting is delay.’’ 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:13 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00075 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K11JN7.132 H11JNPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5292 June 11, 2008 
Best of all, Bush didn’t let the issue sit 

with just generalities. He reeled off a bill of 
particulars of congressional energy inaction, 
including: 

Failing to allow drilling in ANWR. We 
have, as Bush noted, estimated capacity of a 
million barrels of oil a day from this source 
alone—enough for 27 million gallons of gas 
and diesel. But Congress won’t touch it, fear-
ful of the clout of the environmental lobby. 
As a result, you pay at the pump so your rep-
resentative can raise campaign cash. 

Refusing to build new refineries. The U.S. 
hasn’t built one since 1976, yet sanctions at 
least 15 unique ‘‘boutique’’ fuel blends 
around the nation. So even the slightest 
problem at a refinery causes enormous sup-
ply problems and price spikes. Congress has 
done nothing about this. 

Turning its back on nuclear power. It’s 
safe and, with advances in nuclear reprocess-
ing technology, waste problems have been 
minimized. Still, we have just 104 nuclear 
plants—the same as a decade ago—producing 
just 19 percent of our total energy. (Many 
European nations produce 40 percent or more 
of their power with nuclear.) Granted, nu-
clear power plants are expensive—about $3 
billion each. But they produce energy at 
$1.72/kilowatt-hour vs. $2.37 for coal and $6.35 
for natural gas. 

Raising taxes on energy producers. This is 
where a basic understanding of economics 
would help: Higher taxes and needless regu-
lation lead to less production of a com-
modity. So by proposing ‘‘windfall’’ and 
other taxes on energy companies plus tough 
new rules, Congress makes our energy situa-
tion worse. 

These are just a few of Congress’ sins of 
omission—all while India, China, Eastern 
Europe and the Middle East add more than a 
million barrels of new demand each and 
every year. New Energy Department fore-
casts see world oil demand growing 40 per-
cent by 2030, including a 28 percent increase 
in the U.S. 

Americans who are worried about the di-
rection of their country, including runaway 
energy and food prices, should keep in mind 
the upcoming election isn’t just about choos-
ing a new president. We’ll also pick a new 
Congress. 

The current Congress, led on the House 
side by a speaker who promised a ‘‘common 
sense plan’’ to cut energy prices two years 
ago, has shown itself to be incompetent and 
irresponsible. It doesn’t deserve re-election. 

Today I will be asking each of my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question to this rule. If the previous 
question is defeated, I will amend the 
rule to make it in order for the House 
to consider any amendment that would 
actually do something to reduce gas 
prices for consumers, such as H.R. 5905, 
the CARS Act introduced by Congress-
man MARIO DIAZ-BALART, which would 
give commuters a tax break on their 
commuting expenses. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert the text of the 
amendment and extraneous materials 
immediately prior to the vote on the 
previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Madam Speaker, before fin-
ishing my remarks, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON). 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, I really appreciate my col-
league on the Rules Committee yield-
ing to me, and it is nice to see my bud-
dies on the other side of the aisle look-
ing so bright and cheerful tonight. 

You know, if we don’t do something 
about the price of gasoline and fuel, we 
will be able to go to the moon cheaper 
than we can drive down to the corner 
drugstore. I know that may sound like 
a joke, but the cost of fuel is going up 
so rapidly that everybody I have met, 
and I am talking about Democrats, Re-
publicans, people on the street, every-
body that I have met when I ask them 
what do you think about the price of 
fuel and gasoline, they say we have got 
to do something about it. 

And I ask, What do you think about 
drilling here in the United States and 
the territorial possessions of the 
United States and offshore on the 
Outer Continental Shelf, and they say 
drill wherever you have to; drill wher-
ever you have to, but get my gas prices 
down. And that is about 80-some per-
cent of the American people that are 
saying that. Everyone I have talked to 
has said that. 

You know, last night I spoke on the 
floor and as I left the floor, I talked to 
some of the people who work here. I am 
not going to tell you who they were be-
cause I don’t want to get them in trou-
ble, but a couple of them told me that 
they drive about 35 or 40 miles to work 
every day, and they can’t afford to do 
it because the price of gasoline has 
gone up so rapidly. One of them told 
me he was going to buy a blow-up mat-
tress so he can sleep someplace around 
here in the Capitol because he can’t af-
ford to go home at night. Now this isn’t 
baloney. 

People can’t survive with gasoline at 
the prices they are right now. And not 
only that, the transportation of food-
stuffs and other commodities are going 
up as well because of the cost of trans-
portation. 

So when I say, you know, that it may 
cost more to go to the store than it 
does to go to the moon, I am being fa-
cetious, of course, but it sure sets the 
point in hard concrete. The cost is un-
believable, and the American people 
want us to do something about it. And 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, you are not listening. You are 
not listening to the American people. 
They want to drill in the United 
States. They want energy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. May I have 
another 30 seconds? 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I yield the gentleman another 
30 seconds. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. People in 
this country want their energy prices 
to go down, and they want them to go 
down now. You are not doing anything, 
and a lot of you guys are my friends, 
but I am going to tell you right now, 
this is going to be one of the major 
issues if not the major issue in this 
fall’s campaign. 

I talk about immigration and every-
thing else. This dwarfs immigration 
and all of the other issues we talk 
about because it is hitting people right 
where they live in their pocketbook 
and we must not be controlled by the 
lobbyists around here that are con-
cerned about the environment. There 
has to be some balance between the 
economy and the environment in this 
country, and you guys need to do some-
thing about the price of gasoline. 
You’re the ones who are holding it up. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, precisely. In 
order to be able to take up legislation 
to give a tax break to commuters for 
the expenses, their expenses, rising ex-
penses, daily rising expenses of getting 
to and back from work, I am going to 
ask all of our distinguished colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question 
so that we can take a stand against 
these high fuel prices and begin to give 
commuters a break in this country. I 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the previous ques-
tion. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time, and I won’t use it all. 

Madam Speaker, this is a good rule 
for a great bill. And I was getting very 
confused as I heard my colleagues talk-
ing. The bill is the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act of 2008. This measure 
has received overwhelming support 
across the political spectrum because 
it balances fiscal responsibility, over-
sight and advancement. 

My colleagues protest rightly the ac-
celerating price of gasoline for con-
sumers in this country. And heating oil 
can’t be far behind when winter comes. 

But to stand and say that the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives has 
not done anything about this par-
ticular matter ignores the fact that in 
the other body on just about every 
measure that has been proposed, some 
that have passed out of this body, the 
other body in the minority have 
stopped them in their tracks. Now I 
know back in April that the Speaker 
called on the President to suspend pur-
chases of oil for the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve, and I regret that I am 
buying into the notion that you have 
accelerated that this good space bill 
now has become something to do with 
gas. 

As you know, the ranking Republican 
of the Science and Technology Com-
mittee, Representative Mr. HALL, and 
the ranking Republican on the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics, 
Representative FEENEY, are both origi-
nal sponsors of this bill. In fact, Rep-
resentative FEENEY praised the Demo-
cratic members and staff for crafting 
the bill in a bipartisan fashion from 
the beginning. And I too join with 
praising the staff on both sides for this 
measure. 

The underlying bill authorizes funds 
that will maintain NASA’s current op-
erations while allowing it to lay down 
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the foundation to achieve future goals 
in the areas of space exploration and 
scientific research. 

Furthermore, the bill provides our 
need and desire for a better environ-
ment, educational opportunities, and 
improved national security. When we 
invest in quality programs like NASA, 
we are investing in the American peo-
ple and the future of our country. 
NASA has undoubtedly contributed to 
the tremendous successes that America 
experienced in science and technology 
in the later part of the 20th century. If 
properly funded, NASA will ensure that 
America remains a world leader in 
science, space travel, and technology in 
the 21st century and beyond. 

Madam Speaker, I want to take just 
one more moment to respond to my 
friends who want us to lower gas 
prices. They are correct, but this body 
has, through the leadership of NANCY 
PELOSI, sought to crack down on oil 
price gouging, hold OPEC accountable 
for oil price fixing, and repeal subsidies 
for profit-rich Big Oil so we can invest 
in a renewable energy future. I want 
you to know that those measures alone 
have passed out of this House. 

Now let’s just be for real here and 
stop scaring the American public. 
There is no Member of the House of 
Representatives or the United States 
Senate that does not want gas prices in 
this country to be lower. There is no 
Member that does not want food prices 
to be lower. All of us need to under-
stand something, there is no short- 
term fix for the problem that we have 
gotten ourselves into, and the majority 
are the people that got us in most of 
this fix that we are in, and it is Demo-
crats under NANCY PELOSI that are try-
ing to pull us out of this hole that we 
got ourselves in. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I will 
yield to my friend. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just want 
to ask you one question. 

You are right, this is a major prob-
lem, energy, and you can blame any-
body you want to all of the way back 
to the Carter administration and 
Reagan. But what do you think about 
drilling in the ANWR or off the Conti-
nental Shelf to get some of our oil? 
What do you think about that? 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I thank 
my good friend. Reclaiming my time, I 
think my good friend knows and doubt-
less has heard me talk about my oppo-
sition to oil drilling in ANWR. 

What I would say in response to my 
friend, if we started drilling in ANWR 
today, it would be 10 years before a 
drop of oil would enter into an auto-
mobile if that is what we are still 
using. We need energy conservation. 
We need renewable energy. We need all 
of the things that everybody is talking 
about, and we need to understand that 
nothing is going to happen in the 
morning. It is going to take a very long 
time and an awful lot of sacrifice. And 
I personally just get tired of people 

beating up on people here in this body. 
That is what leads to the partisan ran-
cor. That is not what we are asking for. 

I believe that we can get out of this 
problem. They ought to lock all 535 of 
us up here in this Capitol and require 
us to work together and require busi-
nesses to stop gouging people as they 
are doing. 

Now this ain’t the energy bill. This is 
the space bill, and this rule is about 
space. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support of the 
rule for H.R. 6063, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration Authorization Act of 
2008. As we mark the 50th anniversary of the 
establishment of the United States space pro-
gram, this legislation reaffirms the ever grow-
ing and changing role of NASA, providing re-
sources to carry the agency forward with its 
ambitious agenda of research, exploration, 
and discovery. I would like to thank Congress-
man UDALL for introducing this important legis-
lation, as well as Science Committee Chair-
man GORDON for his leadership in bringing this 
bill to the floor today. 

This structured rule allows for the consider-
ation of 14 amendments, including one that I 
offered. I would also like to thank Chairman 
GORDON for his support of my amendment, 
which modifies section 1108 of the bill, and it 
states: 

(1) in subsection (a), strike ‘‘small busi-
nesses’’ and insert ‘‘small, minority-owned, 
and women-owned businesses’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), insert ‘‘, giving pref-
erence to socially and economically disadvan-
taged small business concerns, small busi-
ness concerns owned and controlled by serv-
ice-disabled veterans, and HUBZone small 
business concerns’’ after ‘‘to small busi-
nesses.’’ 

My amendment clarifies that the NASA Out-
reach and Technology Assistance Program 
will include small, minority-owned, and 
women-owned businesses. It would also give 
preference, in selection of businesses to par-
ticipate in the program, to socially and eco-
nomically disadvantaged small business con-
cerns, small business concerns owned and 
controlled by service-disabled veterans, and 
HUBZone small business concerns. I would 
like to thank my colleague and fellow Texan, 
Congressman LAMPSON, for his leadership in 
authoring the important section describing the 
NASA Outreach and Technology Assistance 
Program, and for supporting my amendment. 

Madam Speaker, today’s legislation will 
allow NASA to continue to push the bound-
aries of what is possible, keeping our Nation 
on the forefront of innovation and exploration. 
After the Columbia disaster, NASA stands at a 
pivotal moment in its history. It is the responsi-
bility of this Congress to ensure that the future 
of NASA is one of continued progress. Space 
exploration remains a part of our national des-
tiny. It inspires our children to look to the stars 
and dream of what they too, one day, may 
achieve. Space exploration allows us to push 
the bounds of our scientific knowledge, as we 
carry out research projects not possible within 
the constraints of the planet Earth. As a na-
tion, we have made tremendous strides for-
ward in the pursuit of space exploration since 
President John F. Kennedy set the course for 
our Nation in 1962, calling it the ‘‘greatest ad-
venture on which man has ever embarked.’’ 

Despite the setbacks of recent years, including 
the tragedy that befell the Space Shuttle Co-
lumbia, NASA and the American people have 
refused to abandon the pursuit of knowledge 
of our universe. On October 1, 1958, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
began operation. At the time it consisted of 
only about 8,000 employees and an annual 
budget of $100 million. Over the next 50 
years, NASA and the Jet Propulsion Labora-
tory have been involved in many defining 
events that occurred which have shaped the 
course of human history and demonstrated to 
the world the character of the people of the 
United States. 

Many of us remember how inspired we were 
when on May 25, 1961, President John F. 
Kennedy proclaimed: ‘‘I believe this Nation 
should commitment itself to achieving the 
goal, before this decade is out, of landing a 
man on the moon and returning him safely to 
Earth. No single space project in this period 
will be more impressive to mankind, or more 
important for the long-range exploration of 
space; and none will be so difficult or expen-
sive to accomplish.’’ The success of the 
United States space exploration program in 
the 20th century augurs well for its continued 
leadership in the 21st century. This success is 
largely attributable to the remarkable and in-
dispensable partnership between the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration and its 
10 space and research centers. One of these 
important research centers is located in my 
home city of Houston. The Johnson Space 
Center, which manages the development, test-
ing, production, and delivery of all United 
States human spacecraft and all human 
spacecraft-related functions, is one of the 
crown jewels of the Houston area. 

Today, NASA is the Nation’s primary civil 
space and aeronautics research and develop-
ment agency, and its current activities employ 
over 18,000 Americans. Today’s legislation re-
affirms the fundamental operating principles of 
NASA, emphasizes the importance of NASA 
leadership in a range of endeavors such as 
Earth observations and research, aeronautics 
reach and development, and an exploration 
program. It authorizes $20.21 billion in NASA 
funding for FY 2009. 

Madam Speaker, in addition to this funding, 
H.R. 6063 begins to address what many of us 
believe is a serious problem that we will face 
in the coming years. Between 2010, when the 
space shuttle will be phased out, and 2015, 
when the next-generation human spaceflight 
vehicle is likely to become operational, the 
United States will have no method of transpor-
tation to the International Space Station, which 
we have already invested a great deal of 
American resources in. This legislation allows 
for an additional space shuttle flight to the 
International Space Station, to deliver impor-
tant hardware (the Alpha Magnetic Spectrom-
eter). The bill also authorizes $1 billion in aug-
mented funding to accelerate the development 
of the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle, the 
successor to the space shuttle, in hopes of 
narrowing the gap. 

Always on the forefront of technological in-
novation, NASA has been home to countless 
‘‘firsts’’ in the field of space exploration. Amer-
ica has, countless times, proven itself to be a 
leader in innovation, and many technologies 
that have become part of our everyday lives 
were developed by NASA scientists. The ben-
efits of NASA’s programming and innovation 
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are felt far beyond scientific and academic 
spheres. Space technologies provide practical, 
tangible benefits to society, and NASA pro-
vides valuable opportunities to businesses in 
our community. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of this legislation, and in support of 
the future of American innovation and explo-
ration. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida 
is as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1257 
OFFERED BY MR. DIAZ-BALART OF FLORIDA 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this resolution or the operation of the 
previous question, it shall be in order to con-
sider any amendment to the bill which the 
proponent asserts, if enacted, would have the 
effect of lowering the national average price 
per gallon of regular unleaded gasoline. Such 
amendments shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for thirty minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the proponent and 
an opponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of 
order against such amendments are waived 
except those arising under clause 9 of rule 
XXI. For purposes of compliance with clause 
9(a)(3) of rule XXI, a statement submitted for 
printing in the Congressional Record by the 
proponent of such amendment prior to its 
consideration shall have the same effect as a 
statement actually printed. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-

plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information from 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

b 1900 

AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT DIESEL 
EMISSION REDUCTION SUPPLE-
MENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROJECTS 
Mr. BOUCHER. Madam Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 2146) to authorize the 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to accept, as part of 
a settlement, diesel emission reduction 
Supplemental Environmental Projects, 
and for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The text of the Senate bill is as fol-
lows: 

S. 2146 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EPA AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT DIESEL 

EMISSIONS REDUCTION SUPPLE-
MENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROJECTS. 

The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (hereinafter, the ‘‘Agen-

cy’’) may accept (notwithstanding sections 
3302 and 1301 of title 31, United States Code) 
diesel emissions reduction Supplemental En-
vironmental Projects if the projects, as part 
of a settlement of any alleged violations of 
environmental law— 

(1) protect human health or the environ-
ment; 

(2) are related to the underlying alleged 
violations; 

(3) do not constitute activities that the de-
fendant would otherwise be legally required 
to perform; and 

(4) do not provide funds for the staff of the 
Agency or for contractors to carry out the 
Agency’s internal operations. 
SEC. 2. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT PROVISIONS. 

In any settlement agreement regarding al-
leged violations of environmental law in 
which a defendant agrees to perform a diesel 
emissions reduction Supplemental Environ-
mental Project, the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency shall require 
the defendant to include in the settlement 
documents a certification under penalty of 
law that the defendant would have agreed to 
perform a comparably valued, alternative 
project other than a diesel emissions reduc-
tion Supplemental Environmental Project if 
the Administrator were precluded by law 
from accepting a diesel emission reduction 
Supplemental Environmental Project. A fail-
ure by the Administrator to include this lan-
guage in such a settlement agreement shall 
not create a cause of action against the 
United States under the Clean Air Act or any 
other law or create a basis for overturning a 
settlement agreement entered into by the 
United States. 
SEC. 3. INCLUSION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-

BIA IN CERTAIN STATE AND LOCAL 
GRANT PROGRAMS FOR DIESEL 
EMISSION REDUCTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 791 of the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16131) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(9) DEFINITION OF STATE.—The term 
‘State’ includes the District of Columbia.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
793(d)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 16133(d)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘Governor’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘chief executive’’. 

(2) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section 
793(c)(2) of such Act are each amended by 
striking ‘‘50’’ and inserting ‘‘51’’ and by 
striking ‘‘2 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘1.96 per-
cent’’ in each place such terms appear. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BOUCHER. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
now under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BOUCHER. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise to urge the passage of S. 2146, a 
measure which was previously ap-
proved by the Senate. The House coun-
terpart legislation was sponsored by 
our California colleague, Mr. COSTA, 
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and has been approved by the House 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

The bill allows the Environmental 
Protection Agency to continue using 
supplemental environmental projects 
funds to retrofit existing diesel pow-
ered engines with emission reduction 
controls. Diesel emissions from on and 
off-road vehicles and engines account 
for more than one-half of the nitrogen 
oxide and particulate matter emissions 
from all mobile sources. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency has issued 
regulations to limit emissions from 
new diesel engines and vehicles, but 
those rules only apply to the new vehi-
cles, not to the heavy duty diesel fleet 
that is on America’s roads today. And 
given the long life of many diesel vehi-
cles and engines, it’s estimated that 
the existing fleet of vehicles will not be 
entirely cycled out of existence until 
about the year 2030. 

In order to achieve emission reduc-
tions from that very large existing die-
sel fleet, a number of actions have been 
taken in order to retrofit those vehi-
cles with emission reduction tech-
nologies. For example, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has admin-
istered the Clean School Bus Program 
for a number of years, providing grants 
to school districts across the Nation 
for the purpose of retrofitting diesel 
powered school buses. 

As another example, Congress has 
provided funding for diesel retrofits 
under the Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Program. And in addition, 
the Diesel Emissions Reduction Act 
was included as part of the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005. That Act authorizes the 
expenditure of $200 million annually 
over a 5-year period for grant and for 
loan programs funding diesel project 
retrofits. 

Most recently, $49.2 million was ap-
propriated by the Congress for that 
program as a part of the fiscal year 
2008 appropriations bill. 

In addition to these programs admin-
istered by EPA, private entities have 
also often funded clean diesel programs 
as part of settlement agreements that 
have been reached with the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in cases in 
which the agency had alleged that the 
private entity had committed viola-
tions of the environmental laws. These 
supplemental environmental projects 
used for diesel emission reductions 
have totaled $45.5 million from fiscal 
year 2001 through fiscal year 2006, and 
they’ve been a very valuable source of 
obtaining emission reductions from the 
existing diesel fleet. 

But as matters now stand, this very 
valuable tool to obtain diesel emission 
reductions from the older vehicles can 
no longer be used. The Environmental 
Protection Agency has concluded that 
because Congress appropriated funds 
for the Diesel Emissions Reduction 
Act, which is targeted toward older ve-
hicle retrofits, supplemental environ-
mental projects for diesel retrofits may 
no longer be used. 

That decision interprets the Mis-
cellaneous Receipts Act, which pro-

hibits agencies from augmenting from 
other sources their budgets as approved 
by the Congress. Because of that Act, 
the EPA has determined that it can no 
longer use private funding from case 
settlements to accomplish diesel retro-
fits since Congress has directly appro-
priated some funds for that purpose. 

In view of the fact that there are 10 
million heavy duty diesel vehicles and 
other engines in use today, the contin-
ued use of supplemental environmental 
projects in case settlements is both 
cost effective and environmentally 
beneficial. 

Mr. COSTA’s bill would assure their 
continued use. The measure enjoys bi-
partisan support and has been endorsed 
by more than 45 interested organiza-
tions, including a broad range of 
health, environmental and industry 
groups. 

The measure would simply grant to 
EPA specific authority to accept diesel 
emission reduction supplemental envi-
ronmental projects as part of settling 
alleged violations of environmental 
laws, provided that the projects protect 
human health or the environment, are 
related to the underlying violation, do 
not constitute activities the defendant 
would otherwise legally be required to 
perform, and do not provide funds for 
the staff of the agency or contractors 
in order to carry out internal EPA op-
erations. 

I commend Mr. COSTA for his fine 
work in bringing this measure to the 
House, and I urge passage of the Senate 
bill which incorporates his legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. TERRY. I yield myself as much 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
Senate bill 2146, a very commonsense 
based solution to dealing with older 
diesel technology. 

Retrofitting simply is a cost-effec-
tive way to address the issues. It pro-
duces immediate emissions reductions 
and eliminates these really unneces-
sary infrastructure requirements. 

So with that, I’m going to urge all of 
my colleagues to support us in this 
measure. 

Before I reserve my time, I yield to 
the gentleman to answer if he has any 
other speakers. 

Mr. BOUCHER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. Mr. COSTA will be 
speaking. He is the only other speaker 
which we have. After he finishes, I will 
be yielding back our time as well. 

Mr. TERRY. Since they have the 
right to close, anyway, I’m going to 
yield back our time and let them wrap 
it up. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. COSTA). He is the au-
thor of the legislation we are consid-
ering. 

Mr. COSTA. Congressman BOUCHER 
and Congressman TERRY, I want to 
thank you and your staffs for the hard 
work that you’ve done with your col-
leagues. The Energy and Commerce 

Committee has made a significant dif-
ference in bringing this legislation to 
the floor. 

This measure, along with its com-
panion measure, Senate bill 2146, is, I 
think, very important to ensuring that 
we provide improved opportunities for 
air quality, as well as throughout the 
country. 

I also want to thank my cosponsors 
in the House bill, which includes the 
original cosponsors, Congressmen 
CARDOZA, MCNERNEY, Congressman 
NUNES, as well as Representative 
BUTTERFIELD, Representatives HILL, 
KIND, MATHESON, MATSUI, BONO MACK, 
SHIMKUS and again Congressman 
TERRY. 

This measure, combined with Senate 
2146, will allow the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to continue the prior 
practice of accepting diesel emission 
reduction projects as part of an envi-
ronmental settlement agreement. 
These settlement agreements are im-
portant when you’re trying to reach an 
accord with the private sector and 
still, at the same time, clean up the 
air. 

For many years the Environmental 
Protection Agency has funded diesel 
retrofit projects through the Supple-
mental Environment Projects, other-
wise known as SEPS with the corpora-
tions as part of overall settlement 
agreements. From fiscal year 2001 to 
fiscal year 2006, the Environmental 
Protection Agency entered into diesel 
emission reductions with these settle-
ment environment projects valued at 
over $45 million. This bill will help 
maintain this separate private funding 
source as a part of a private/public 
partnership for these projects and, at 
the same time, improve air quality in 
basins throughout the country that 
have regional air issues that they are 
in noncompliance with. 

This is particularly of importance in 
my own district that I share with my 
colleagues, Congressmen NUNES and 
MCCARTHY and Congressmen RADANO-
VICH and CARDOZA, as well as 
MCNERNEY. The San Joaquin Valley 
area is a non attainment area, and con-
sequently, we have difficult challenges 
trying to become an attainment area, 
especially when we consider that we 
are one of the fastest growing regions 
in California. 

The air basin is 250 miles long, but 
it’s shaped in a valley where you have 
mountain ranges on each side. There-
fore, we not only have our own sta-
tionary and mobile sources of emission 
that we create, but because we’re in 
the center of the transportation hub 
between Northern and Southern Cali-
fornia, actually, all the way along the 
west coast, we have interstate trans-
portation on 99 and Highway 5, which is 
no contribution of ours, but it’s part of 
interstate transportation that contrib-
utes to the emissions that we have to 
deal with. So, therefore, this is an im-
portant measure. 

We have among the highest rates of 
childhood asthma in the State. We 
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have other issues that we are con-
tinuing to deal with. 

Today, 90 percent of the commercial 
trucks are powered by diesel engines. 
Two-thirds of all farm and construc-
tion equipment run on diesel engines. 
Therefore, this measure can make a 
difference. 

California does lead the Nation in 
clean diesel technology, and some of 
the cleanest types of diesel fuel any-
where in the world. But even retrofit 
projects have their role and play a sig-
nificant contribution to improving air 
quality, not only in our district but 
throughout the country. 

Finally, in addition, retrofitting 
clean diesel technologies for diesel ve-
hicles and equipment, I think, is one of 
the most cost effective strategies for 
achieving tangible and immediate air 
quality benefits. The Environmental 
Protection Agency estimates that 
these retrofit projects have a 13:1 ben-
efit-to-cost ratio, meaning that the $45 
million invested between 2001 and 2006 
translates to over $600 million of 
health benefits that also benefit young 
people, children who have asthma 
cases, those who have cardiovascular 
issues and the like. 

I want to again thank my colleagues, 
Congressman TERRY, Congressman 
BOUCHER and your staffs and all those 
who are cosponsors of this important 
measure. This is cost effective. It’s 
meaningful. It will improve air quality 
throughout the country. 

At this time I want to urge all of my 
colleagues to support the passage of 
this measure. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
yield back the balance of our time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the Senate bill, S. 2146, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Madam Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

b 1915 

CAROLINE PRYCE WALKER CON-
QUER CHILDHOOD CANCER ACT 
OF 2008 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1553) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to advance medical 
research and treatments into pediatric 
cancers, ensure patients and families 
have access to the current treatments 
and information regarding pediatric 
cancers, establish a population-based 

national childhood cancer database, 
and promote public awareness of pedi-
atric cancers, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1553 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Caroline Pryce 
Walker Conquer Childhood Cancer Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Cancer kills more children than any other 

disease. 
(2) Each year cancer kills more children be-

tween 1 and 20 years of age than asthma, diabe-
tes, cystic fibrosis, and AIDS, combined. 

(3) Every year, over 12,500 young people are 
diagnosed with cancer. 

(4) Each year about 2,300 children and teen-
agers die from cancer. 

(5) One in every 330 Americans develops can-
cer before age 20. 

(6) Some forms of childhood cancer have prov-
en to be so resistant that even in spite of the 
great research strides made, most of those chil-
dren die. Up to 75 percent of the children with 
cancer can now be cured. 

(7) The causes of most childhood cancers are 
not yet known. 

(8) Childhood cancers are mostly those of the 
white blood cells (leukemias), brain, bone, the 
lymphatic system, and tumors of the muscles, 
kidneys, and nervous system. Each of these be-
haves differently, but all are characterized by 
an uncontrolled proliferation of abnormal cells. 

(9) Eighty percent of the children who are di-
agnosed with cancer have disease which has al-
ready spread to distant sites in the body. 

(10) Ninety percent of children with a form of 
pediatric cancer are treated at one of the more 
than 200 Children’s Oncology Group member in-
stitutions throughout the United States. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 

It is the purpose of this Act to authorize ap-
propriations to— 

(1) encourage the support for pediatric cancer 
research and other activities related to pediatric 
cancer; 

(2) establish a comprehensive national child-
hood cancer registry; and 

(3) provide informational services to patients 
and families affected by childhood cancer. 
SEC. 4. PEDIATRIC CANCER RESEARCH AND 

AWARENESS; NATIONAL CHILDHOOD 
CANCER REGISTRY. 

(a) PEDIATRIC CANCER RESEARCH AND AWARE-
NESS.—Subpart 1 of part C of title IV of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 417E. PEDIATRIC CANCER RESEARCH AND 

AWARENESS. 
‘‘(a) PEDIATRIC CANCER RESEARCH.— 
‘‘(1) PROGRAMS OF RESEARCH EXCELLENCE IN 

PEDIATRIC CANCER.—The Secretary, in collabo-
ration with the Director of NIH and other Fed-
eral agencies with interest in prevention and 
treatment of pediatric cancer, shall continue to 
enhance, expand, and intensify pediatric cancer 
research and other activities related to pediatric 
cancer, including therapeutically applicable re-
search to generate effective treatments, pediatric 
preclinical testing, and pediatric clinical trials 
through National Cancer Institute-supported 
pediatric cancer clinical trial groups and their 
member institutions. In enhancing, expanding, 
and intensifying such research and other activi-
ties, the Secretary is encouraged to take into 
consideration the application of such research 
and other activities for minority, health dis-
parity, and medically underserved communities. 
For purposes of this section, the term ‘pediatric 
cancer research’ means research on the causes, 
prevention, diagnosis, recognition, treatment, 
and long-term effects of pediatric cancer. 

‘‘(2) PEER REVIEW REQUIREMENTS.—All grants 
awarded under this subsection shall be awarded 
in accordance with section 492. 

‘‘(b) PUBLIC AWARENESS OF PEDIATRIC CAN-
CERS AND AVAILABLE TREATMENTS AND RE-
SEARCH.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may award 
grants to childhood cancer professional and di-
rect service organizations for the expansion and 
widespread implementation of— 

‘‘(A) activities that provide available informa-
tion on treatment protocols to ensure early ac-
cess to the best available therapies and clinical 
trials for pediatric cancers; 

‘‘(B) activities that provide available informa-
tion on the late effects of pediatric cancer treat-
ment to ensure access to necessary long-term 
medical and psychological care; and 

‘‘(C) direct resource services such as edu-
cational outreach for parents, peer-to-peer and 
parent-to-parent support networks, information 
on school re-entry and postsecondary education, 
and resource directories or referral services for 
financial assistance, psychological counseling, 
and other support services. 
In awarding grants under this paragraph, the 
Secretary is encouraged to take into consider-
ation the extent to which an entity would use 
such grant for purposes of making activities and 
services described in this paragraph available to 
minority, health disparity, and medically under-
served communities. 

‘‘(2) PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT, TRANS-
PARENCY, AND ACCOUNTABILITY.—For each grant 
awarded under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall develop and implement metrics-based per-
formance measures to assess the effectiveness of 
activities funded under such grant. 

‘‘(3) INFORMATIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Any in-
formation made available pursuant to a grant 
awarded under paragraph (1) shall be— 

‘‘(A) culturally and linguistically appropriate 
as needed by patients and families affected by 
childhood cancer; and 

‘‘(B) approved by the Secretary. 
‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 

section shall be construed as being inconsistent 
with the goals and purposes of the Minority 
Health and Health Disparities Research and 
Education Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 202 note). 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For purposes of carrying out this section and 
section 399E–1, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2009 
through 2013. Such authorization of appropria-
tions is in addition to the authorization of ap-
propriations established in section 402A with re-
spect to such purpose. Funds appropriated 
under this subsection shall remain available 
until expended.’’. 

(b) NATIONAL CHILDHOOD CANCER REGISTRY.— 
Part M of title III of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 280e et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after section 399E the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 399E–1. NATIONAL CHILDHOOD CANCER 

REGISTRY. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Director of the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, shall award a grant to 
enhance and expand infrastructure to track the 
epidemiology of pediatric cancer into a com-
prehensive nationwide registry of actual occur-
rences of pediatric cancer. Such registry shall be 
updated to include an actual occurrence within 
weeks of the date of such occurrence. 

‘‘(b) INFORMED CONSENT AND PRIVACY RE-
QUIREMENTS AND COORDINATION WITH EXISTING 
PROGRAMS.—The registry established pursuant 
to subsection (a) shall be subject to section 552a 
of title 5, United States Code, the regulations 
promulgated under section 264(c) of the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 
1996, applicable Federal and State informed con-
sent regulations, any other applicable Federal 
and State laws relating to the privacy of patient 
information, and section 399B(d)(4) of this 
Act.’’; and 
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(2) in section 399F(a), by inserting ‘‘(other 

than section 399E–1)’’ after ‘‘this part’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) and the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, we’re here today to 
consider H.R. 1553, the Caroline Pryce 
Walker Cancer Act of 2008. 

Between infancy and 15 years of age, 
cancer is the leading cause of death by 
disease among children in the United 
States. In 2007, approximately 10,000 
new cases of pediatric cancer were di-
agnosed in children ages 0 to 14 years. 

Although the incidents of invasive 
cancer has increased slightly over the 
past 30 years, mortality has declined 
dramatically for many childhood can-
cers. Despite these advances, treat-
ments for some childhood cancers are 
inadequate. Negative effects resulting 
from current pediatric cancer therapies 
indicate a need to strengthen Federal 
support for activities leading to an en-
hanced understanding of childhood can-
cers and treatments that are less toxic 
and more effective. 

H.R. 1553 would strengthen the Fed-
eral investment in pediatric cancer re-
search and reassert Congress’s commit-
ment to conquering childhood cancer. 
This legislation directs the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to con-
tinue to enhance, expand, and intensify 
pediatric cancer research and other ac-
tivities related to pediatric cancer. 
Furthermore, this legislation directs 
HHS and the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention to enhance and ex-
pand infrastructure to track the epide-
miology of pediatric cancer into a com-
prehensive nationwide registry of ac-
tual occurrences of pediatric cancer. 

I want to thank my colleagues on the 
Energy and Commerce Committee for 
working together in a bipartisan fash-
ion to get this important legislation to 
the floor today. I would also like to 
commend, in particular, Representa-
tive CHRIS VAN HOLLEN and also Rep-
resentative DEBORAH PRYCE, whose 
diligent work and commitment to this 
issue are the reason we’re here today. 

This legislation, Madam Speaker, is 
named in memory of Representative 
PRYCE’s 9-year-old daughter Caroline 
who tragically lost her valiant battle 
against a rare form of cancer, neuro-
blastoma, on September 4, 1999. I can’t 
think of a more fitting tribute to Caro-

line Pryce Walker than to see her 
mother’s legislation overwhelmingly 
pass the House floor today. 

I encourage all of my colleagues in 
the support of this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise with Ranking 
Member JOE BARTON and all of our En-
ergy and Commerce colleagues in en-
thusiastic support of H.R. 1553 which is 
called appropriately the Caroline Pryce 
Walker Conquer Childhood Cancer Act 
of 2008. 

I would like to thank my friend from 
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) for introducing this 
important piece of legislation. I want 
to thank Chairman DINGELL and Sub-
committee Chairman Mr. PALLONE for 
working in such a bipartisan manner as 
we moved this bill through our Energy 
and Commerce Committees 

Because of the bipartisan efforts of 
all of those involved in this legislation, 
I’m proud to say that the legislation 
before us today will now work in con-
junction with the NIH Reform Act of 
2006, and I believe that this bill should 
serve as a model for others that seek to 
improve a particular field of research 
at the NIH. 

As my colleagues are no doubt aware, 
I firmly believe that it is our responsi-
bility as Members of Congress to en-
sure that the NIH has the latitude and 
flexibility to continue its research in 
all areas of health care. 

Our focus in Congress should be on 
ensuring that the NIH, along with 
other relevant Federal agencies, re-
ceive the necessary funding to carry 
out their missions; and I believe that 
Congress must also strive to avoid 
micromanaging the NIH unless we 
want to inadvertently hamper the very 
scientific discoveries that we all want 
to see come to fruition. 

DEBORAH PRYCE is a committed 
mother and a dedicated, tireless advo-
cate for ending the dreadful curse of 
childhood cancer in our great Nation 
and throughout the world. Through 
this legislation, she is honoring not 
only the memory of her daughter but 
also the memories of all the children 
and families who have suffered from 
cancer. As a parent, I can’t imagine 
anything more tragic and devastating 
to see your child go through that. 

So we’ve worked so hard to help im-
prove the research capacity of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. Always 
keep in mind that it is my sincere de-
sire that these efforts would lead to 
fewer parents knowing this awful feel-
ing of loss. 

We will all greatly miss Representa-
tive PRYCE after her retirement from 
the House at the end of this Congress. 
Without question, she is leaving both a 
legacy for her work on behalf of the 
people of Ohio as well as further leader-
ship of the Republicans in the House of 
Representatives. 

Again, I thank my colleagues for 
their efforts, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. DIN-

GELL, Mr. BARTON, and encourage all of 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle 
to support this legislation. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of our time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
would yield 4 minutes to the lead 
Democratic sponsor of the bill, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank my col-
league. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this bill, the Caroline Pryce 
Walker Conquer Childhood Cancer Act 
of 2008, and I want to first and foremost 
thank my colleague, DEBORAH PRYCE, 
for her leadership and commitment on 
this very important issue that affects 
so many children and families around 
our Nation. We’re all very grateful to 
her for working to prevent other people 
and other families from facing the 
same tragic loss that she and her fam-
ily experienced with the loss of a child, 
and I’m honored to have worked with 
her on this bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion. 

I also want to thank Chairman DIN-
GELL, Chairman PALLONE, Ranking 
Members BARTON and DEAL and their 
staffs for working to bring this legisla-
tion to the floor today and for their 
commitment on this very important 
issue. 

I think that the title of this bill is a 
fitting tribute not only to DEBORAH 
PRYCE’s daughter, Caroline Pryce 
Walker, but also to the other millions 
of children who have courageously 
fought pediatric cancer and those who 
are bravely fighting pediatric cancer 
today as we speak on this floor. 

I have had the opportunity to meet 
with many of those children and their 
families who are struggling with child-
hood cancer. One of them, Matthew 
Grossman, was diagnosed at the age of 
13 with a very rare brain tumor. Before 
his diagnosis, he was a soccer player, a 
swimmer, a talented young musician 
from Bethesda, Maryland. Matthew un-
derwent 7 months of chemotherapy, 
brain surgery, 6 weeks of daily radi-
ation to the brain and spine, and two 
bone marrow transplants. 

This brave young man has been in 
full remission since January 2006. He 
went back to school and rejoined his 
class, despite having been out of school 
for a year and a half. He recently cele-
brated his 17th birthday and continues 
to play guitar, perform in a band, and 
sing in his school’s choir. 

Matthew is one story out of thou-
sands. Unfortunately, there are many 
children who are not as fortunate as 
Matthew. Cancer remains the number 
one killer of children under the age of 
15 who die from disease in this country. 
Pediatric cancer, including brain tu-
mors, comes in many variations. Each 
year there are about 12,000 new cases of 
pediatric cancer. And while the inci-
dents of pediatric cancer has increased, 
the causes are largely unknown. 
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Thanks to past funding in childhood 

cancer research, we know that 78 per-
cent of childhood cancer patients over-
all are now able to survive the disease. 
Forty years ago, it was a much dif-
ferent story. Cure rates for children 
with cancer was lower than 10 percent. 
This shows that biomedical research 
and funding that we’ve been able to do 
has saved lives, and it’s also why we’re 
here today to say we need to finish the 
job and continue the commitment be-
cause currently, the NIH has not re-
ceived the funds it needs. 

We know that the President’s pro-
posed budget this year has once again, 
unfortunately, been flat funded for 
NIH. Since the doubling of the NIH 
budget in the year 2003, that funding 
has not kept pace with biomedical in-
flation, and that has impeded our abil-
ity to delay and do the research we 
need into the onset of many diseases. If 
we fail to invest in innovative research 
at NIH, we will forfeit the opportuni-
ties to make ground-breaking, life-sav-
ing work to save lives. 

The NCI currently spends approxi-
mately $170 million a year on pediatric 
cancer research. Much of this now goes 
to laboratory and pre-clinical testing. 
We also need to do the important work 
to invest in clinical trials. An NCI peer 
review group of scientists in 2002 recog-
nized this and recommended $54 mil-
lion in funding for pediatric cancer 
clinical trials. That level was never 
funded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, if I 
could yield the gentleman an addi-
tional minute. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the chairman. 

That level was never fully funded, 
and since then, this funding has been 
cut. 

Because Federal funding for pediatric 
research continues to drop, many crit-
ical trials have been put at risk. As 
many as 20 studies has been put on hold 
and enrollment in new clinical trials 
has decreased by more than 400 chil-
dren. This is taking us in the wrong di-
rection. 

This act will enhance and expand pe-
diatric cancer research activities at 
the NIH, establish a pediatric cancer 
registry, and increase educational in-
formational and support services to pa-
tients and families affected by child-
hood cancer. 

Madam Speaker, we can do better in 
our fight against pediatric cancer. 
Let’s help give our children and their 
families the future they so deserve by 
passing this bill. I urge my colleagues, 
and once again, thank our colleague, 
DEBORAH PRYCE, for leading by exam-
ple in this very important area. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, at this 
time I yield as much time as she may 
consume to the author and the grand 
gentlelady from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE). 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding very much. 

Madam Speaker, I believe today we 
stand on the cusp of something very 

significant, and that is the chance to 
spare families forevermore from having 
to hear the words ‘‘your child has can-
cer.’’ Today, after many hard years of 
work by staff here on Capitol Hill, by 
people in the administration, by grass-
roots groups across the country, by 
concerned citizens everywhere, we will 
consider a bill that will make a his-
toric difference in the lives of more 
than 12,000 children a year who are di-
agnosed with cancer. 

I would like to thank my colleagues, 
especially Chairman DINGELL and 
Chairman PALLONE, Ranking Members 
BARTON and DEAL, my cosponsor CHRIS 
VAN HOLLEN who just spoke, a great 
supporter on my side of the aisle, MIKE 
MCCAUL, and for a new friend that I 
have found here in Congress, JOE 
SESTAK, who also knows the issue far 
too well and who also has heard the 
words ‘‘your child has cancer.’’ 

Madam Speaker, some of us that I 
have just named are rivals of the high-
est degree and the strongest of adver-
saries when it comes to politics and 
even some issues. But as for the issue 
of cancer, we have a unique way of 
transcending the political and tapping 
into what is uniquely human among us. 

b 1930 

I would also like to thank my friend 
DARLENE HOOLEY and my very dear 
friend LOIS CAPPS, also on the com-
mittee, and also Mrs. CAPPS has been 
one of those sad Members of the club 
who has heard the words, ‘‘Your daugh-
ter has cancer.’’ I want to thank them 
for their thoughtfulness, that they sug-
gested that this bill be renamed in 
honor of my daughter, Caroline, who as 
it was mentioned lost her courageous 
battle with cancer 9 years ago. 

In the years that I’ve been working 
on this legislation, my friends have 
been with me every step of the way, as 
has Caroline, making sure that her lit-
tle promise to help those other kids 
that she played with in their fights and 
so all the kids who come after her 
won’t have to go through what she did. 
Madam Speaker, Caroline would have 
graduated from high school last Fri-
day. This is our graduation gift to her. 

So, yes, this bill is very personal to 
me, and it should be very personal to 
everyone because there is not a single 
American who hasn’t been touched by 
this dreadful disease called cancer. Un-
fortunately, there are far, far too 
many, and we must know that a Nation 
with our resources or a Nation with our 
scientists, our committed doctors and 
oncologists and our fighting spirit, we 
can and we will do more to defeat this 
disease that attacks our children and 
put an end to their suffering. 

You know, cancer is no longer the 
mystery that it once was. The sci-
entific and medical communities con-
tinue to crash through barriers every 
day to unlock cancer’s deadly secrets. 
We will continue to cut this opponent 
down to size, but we continue to lose 
one in every five children diagnosed. 
Each and every school day, 46 children, 

more than two classrooms, will be di-
agnosed with cancer; 2,300 of them will 
die from it. We can and we will do bet-
ter. 

The bill before us today provides the 
lifeblood necessary to continue our ad-
vancements in pediatric cancer re-
search, $30 million annually over 5 
years. It is a very small price to pay 
for the life years that will be saved. 

This bill creates a national database 
on childhood cancers to help research-
ers detect trends in these diseases, 
variables like genetics, geography and 
environmental influences that may be 
sources that are possibly causing these 
diseases which we can’t figure out. 

The bill provides for education and 
information services to patients and 
families to ensure that they are aware 
of and have access to appropriate clin-
ical treatment, as well as the array of 
needed support services. Madam Speak-
er, nothing equates to the fear and un-
certainty felt when a parent hears a 
cancer diagnosis for their child. This 
will give them somewhere to turn. 

What this bill will help us learn 
about pediatric cancer will likely yield 
breakthroughs in our understanding of 
other diseases and treatments. And pe-
diatric cancer research is leading the 
way in clinical advancements. 

You see, last year, roughly 1.4 mil-
lion people were diagnosed with cancer; 
yet, a measly 3 percent of those pa-
tients were enrolled in clinical trials. 
Now, by contrast, clinical trials are 
now part of the standard of care for pe-
diatric cancer, and the vast majority of 
children diagnosed are enrolled in 
these trials. 

And we’re learning so much because 
of these enrollments. We’re learning 
more about the trials than we thought 
possible. We’re learning how to suc-
cessfully handle survivorship issues. 
We’re helping these kids live longer, 
and more importantly, we’re inching 
closer to a cure. 

For the past few weeks, hundreds of 
thousands of people filled the streets of 
our Nation’s cities in the National 
Race for the Cure. It is an emotional, 
humbling and awe-inspiring experience 
to bear witness to this sea of pink hu-
manity, women, men, and children 
from all walks of life, united by the 
common goal of defeating breast can-
cer. 

Today, with this bill, we have a 
chance to capture that same spirit and 
resolve, to reclaim the many hundreds 
of life years lost, to save countless 
families the grief and despair of this 
sickness and death of a little one, and 
to one day look back upon this mo-
ment as a true catalyst that led to the 
end of childhood cancer. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this legislation, and I urge them to 
urge our Senate colleagues to support 
this legislation, as we look forward to 
seeing the end of this plague upon our 
children. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
would yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS). 
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Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in very strong 

support of H.R. 1553, the Conquer Child-
hood Cancer Act. It is very fitting that 
we have named this legislation in 
memory of Caroline Pryce Walker, 
daughter of this bill’s champion, my 
dear colleague, DEBORAH PRYCE. 

This bill is going to take necessary 
and important steps to address specific 
needs of pediatric cancer in at least 
three significant ways. It will ensure 
that we have enough qualified pediatric 
oncologists and nurses. It will improve 
clinical trials for the treatment of can-
cer in children. Finally, it would also 
conduct more public awareness about 
treatment options and support for chil-
dren with cancer and their families. 

As one of the co-chairs of the Cancer 
Caucus, along with my colleague from 
Ohio, I am so proud to see this bill, 
which was one of our priorities, and a 
personal priority as we all know, mov-
ing forward. 

I want to share a bit about how the 
momentum behind this bill has already 
spurred people across the country into 
action. 

Just this past Saturday, I attended 
an event in my town of Santa Barbara 
called ‘‘Kids for a Cure.’’ Amazingly, it 
was organized by Madison 
Lewandowski, an 8-year-old con-
stituent of mine, who, despite being so 
young, knows that she can make a dif-
ference in the lives of others. I told my 
young friends who were gathered last 
Saturday that I was going to share this 
story as a testimony to this legislation 
and to what is happening across this 
country. 

Madison organized a wonderful char-
ity event, with proceeds going to the 
Cancer Center of Santa Barbara’s pedi-
atric research fund. We all enjoyed a 
day of story telling, face painting, a si-
lent auction, and this amazing rum-
mage sale in which children and their 
families brought used toys to share 
with other children and their families 
and raise money in the process, and 
that money all going to raise aware-
ness for pediatric cancer. I can think of 
nothing more powerful than the sight 
of children advocating on behalf of 
other children. 

I know our colleague from Ohio in 
these past 9 years has spearheaded a 
number of community events around 
the country actually and in this city to 
raise awareness for childhood cancer 
and to raise the necessary funds to be 
added to the funds, which our legisla-
tion will hopefully make possible for 
pediatric cancer. 

So whether it’s through community 
organizing or comprehensive legisla-
tion, we are all working together in 
this country to fight pediatric cancer. 

I am honored and proud to be a part 
of this effort, particularly on this day, 
to honor my colleague and friend as 
well because of the dedication she has 
provided for this House in leading us to 
this point. 

I thank the leadership of our com-
mittee that has brought us to this 

point as well and the work that we will 
do with our colleagues to make sure 
this legislation is passed and signed 
into law. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, at this 
time, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, every now and then, 
as Members of Congress, we have one of 
those moments, a moment when we 
feel like we can truly make a dif-
ference. This, in my view, is one of 
those moments, and I want to thank 
Congresswoman DEBORAH PRYCE for 
her leadership, her perseverance in this 
issue. 

It’s been a long, hard fight, but we 
got here. It’s going to pass, and this is 
a great day. It’s a great day for those 
who have suffered. It’s a great day for 
those who have been in pain. It’s a 
great day for the victims. 

This bill provides a beacon of light. It 
provides a voice for the innocents who 
don’t have a voice, for children whose 
eyes we have looked into who are dying 
from this dreaded disease, for victims 
of this disease like my constituents 
Tim and Donna Culliver who lost their 
son Adam at the age of 4, to Caroline 
who lost her life at the age of 9. 

I think of my own daughter, Caro-
line, my five children, the countless 
other children out there who could be a 
victim of this dreaded disease. This bill 
will lead the path towards a cure for 
cancer. 

And this is not a Republican or 
Democratic issue. This is an American 
issue. It’s an issue for the children, and 
it’s a fitting tribute to you, Congress-
woman PRYCE, and your daughter, 
Caroline, for all the hard work and the 
efforts you’ve put into this. 

I’ve been through the pediatric hos-
pital, as many of us have, and there’s 
nothing more painful than to look into 
the eyes of a child who is dying from 
this disease, who’s afflicted with this 
disease, whose parents look at you as a 
Member of Congress and say: Isn’t 
there something you can do? Can you 
stop this? 

I watched my best friend in grade 
school die from cancer, and we have all 
been touched, as DEBORAH PRYCE said, 
by this disease in some way or another. 
But this is a real monumental moment, 
a moment where we truly can make a 
difference. They often say the measure 
of a man’s life or woman’s life is the, 
do I leave this world in a better place 
than it was before I came in. I can 
truly say that with the passage of this 
bill, that this Congress and this brave 
Congresswoman, through her leader-
ship and her legacy, will leave this 
world a better place. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SESTAK). 

Mr. SESTAK. Madam Speaker, 12,000 
children will be diagnosed with cancer 
this year; 2,000 will not make it with 
their cancer to the end of this year. 
But there’s no real face to those num-

bers until you’ve had it happen to you. 
As my new, wonderful friend from Ohio 
had it with her beautiful daughter, 
Caroline, or I did with my 4-year-old 
daughter Alex, nothing in my 31 years 
in the military, whether it was the rav-
ages of being in war or whether it was 
the challenges of a cold peace, ever pre-
pared for me for those words ‘‘tumor,’’ 
‘‘cancer,’’ the words that need to be re-
moved from our vocabulary by eradi-
cating it from the lives of our children. 

When you live in a cancer ward and 
oncology ward, you see such hope as a 
child, your child, holds your hand and 
puts all that hope in you as a parent, 
knowing that you’re going to make it 
all right. And at the same time, as you 
so well know, you see such hopeless-
ness at times in the oncology ward 
when there’s nothing else to be done. 

b 1945 
I came down today to speak of you. 

You really do take that wonderful dic-
tum of Hubert Humphrey to fruition, 
that ‘‘the moral test of a government 
is how well it does take care of those in 
the dawn of life, the children, so that 
they might see the twilight of life as 
seniors. 

The only sad thing about today is 
that you won’t be here next year. In 
the Bible, Jonathan and David, as they 
departed, the two great warriors, for 
the very last time, Jonathan said to 
David, ‘‘Tomorrow thou shalt be 
missed because thy seat shall be 
empty.’’ Your seat won’t be empty be-
cause you have left such a wonderful 
legacy behind for my daughter, so she 
will have a chance in the future, if it 
does come back. Because you all will, 
in this legacy, not only for her, but for 
so many, have given them the oppor-
tunity, those in the twilight of life, to 
know the dawn of life, to see the twi-
light of life as seniors. So thank you 
for her that, yes, we, as parents, can 
make it all right. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this bill. And thank you very much. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, it is a great privi-
lege this evening to rise in support of 
H.R. 1553, the Caroline Pryce Walker 
Conquer Childhood Cancer Act of 2008, 
and to thank my beloved colleague 
from Ohio, from our Buckeye State, 
DEBORAH PRYCE, a loving mother and a 
very, very able Congresswoman, for 
taking her grief and helping place it 
here, and in memory of her beautiful 
daughter, taking that struggle forward 
for the sake of the future of our coun-
try. 

I suppose one could say, ‘‘for every 
season there is a purpose,’’ and Caro-
line’s season forever will be spring; and 
that what you lived together you 
shared with the country. And the per-
sonal became political in the best sense 
so that we could make it better for 
those who will come after us. And after 
all, is that not what we are here to do? 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

time of the gentlewoman has expired. 
Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 

yield an additional minute to the gen-
tlewoman. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I also stand here this 
evening in memory of a young gen-
tleman by the name of Zachary Hebda 
from the State of Maryland, who died 
at the age of seven of a childhood can-
cer. And at seven, that child had such 
measure, just like an adult. And he 
faced, as your daughter did, something 
that we, as adults, wonder if we could 
face. And we never forget them because 
they hold us up in our own work with 
their strength and their courage. We 
need answers. We need answers for our 
children. We need to stem this disease, 
and we need to prevent and we need to 
cure. 

I want to thank Congresswoman 
PRYCE for her years of service and 
doing what is so wrenching, to con-
tinue after the loss of someone who is 
so much a part of yourself and helping 
us better ourselves as a country. I 
thank you for this exceptional piece of 
legislation. 

I thank Chairman PALLONE. I thank 
Congresswoman CAPPS and those who 
have supported you in this effort. And 
I thank you for, most of all, sharing 
Caroline with us as a most beautiful, 
beautiful memory and tribute to her 
and to you. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Con-
gresswoman PRYCE and I came to the 
floor as a mother, and certainly some-
one who has spent a good deal of time 
working in the Women’s Caucus. And 
we would be together in a time when 
Democrats and Republicans would 
come together around issues of chil-
dren and women. And I know of your 
forceful voice. And so I come today to 
thank you for this legislation and this 
tribute to Caroline because, coming 
from Houston, we have the Texas Chil-
dren’s Hospital. And I have visited the 
McDonald’s House, which is a home 
that families are able to use to be able 
to see the children who are with their 
family who are suffering from cancer 
and obviously are in great need of pedi-
atric research. And you see the smiling 
faces, and you see the uniqueness of 
their look, if you will—many of their 
heads are shaven—but you also see 
love. And this is what this bill rep-
resents to all of us; it is a testament of 
love, and the fact that children should 
have a future. 

Caroline Pryce Walker, in the words 
Conquer Child Cancer Act of 2008, is 
embodied in the love that you have for 
your daughter. 

I just want to recount one or two of 
the findings, because I think it is very 
important to note that cancer kills 
more children than any other disease. 
Many of us don’t know that. You would 

think of many other elements that 
might kill. You don’t know that cancer 
is the number one killer of children. 

Each year, cancer kills more children 
between one and 20 years of age than 
asthma, diabetes, cystic fibrosis and 
AIDS. So I simply want to close by in-
dicating that I was in a committee 
hearing and we just finished and I saw 
you speaking on the floor, and I was 
compelled to just come and say thank 
you. Thank you for your leadership. 
And you have entrusted in us the fact 
that we will carry on in your name and 
in your daughter’s name. 

I ask for support of this bill, and I 
thank Chairman PALLONE. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself the rest of our time. 

I’ve participated in some very in-
tense debates on this House floor. And 
these are times that, on a bill like we 
have before us today, where truly we 
all come together. It’s beyond biparti-
sanship, as people have heard from the 
rather dramatic and emotional testi-
mony from all of the Members who 
have testified here today. Because 
there is nothing more emotional than a 
child who has been diagnosed with a 
cancer. There is just nothing more 
traumatic to a parent, to a family. And 
if there is anything that we can do as 
a congressional body to try and allevi-
ate that type of pain a family could 
suffer in the future, we should under-
take that. And we’ve done it here 
today. 

I want to thank DEBORAH PRYCE for 
her strength, not only in her testimony 
here on the floor today, but for the 
years that she has continued to work 
this issue and push it forward to its 
House conclusion today. 

I also want to just thank Mr. 
PALLONE and Mr. DINGELL, who partici-
pated in this bill and made sure that it 
moved through our committee in a 
timely way and onto the House floor, 
as well as Mr. VAN HOLLEN and so 
many other supporters of this bill. 
Many thanks go out to them. 

So we should be proud, as Mr. 
MCCAUL and many speakers said, of our 
efforts here today. I encourage every 
single member of our conference on 
this side of the aisle to join me in sup-
porting the Caroline Pryce Walker 
Conquer Childhood Disease Act. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to urge 
all my colleagues to support this bill 
overwhelmingly. And I want to make a 
commitment to Congresswoman 
PRYCE, as she had urged, that we get 
this over to the Senate and get it 
passed as quickly as possible so we can 
send it to the President. 

I know that this is in memory of her 
daughter Caroline, and all the different 
things that have been said here today 
is certainly a tribute to you and all 
that you have done here in the House 
of Representatives. 

I just want to say, I’ve watched you 
over the years. I know you were the 
chairwoman of the Republican Con-
ference, and as you said, we were often 
battling. But in all of that, Congress-
woman PRYCE was always a lady and 
really someone who was able to get 
along with people on both sides of the 
aisle and work towards good govern-
ment goals. 

So this bill really is a tribute to her 
in memory of her daughter. And I just 
want to thank her again for all that 
she has done. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1553, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to place on the RECORD the 
following: That this afternoon when 
the House voted on H.R. 6003, rollcall 
400, I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on the 
Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act as I have fully sup-
ported its intent and worked with the 
distinguished chairman, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
to include the Cleveland-Toledo-Chi-
cago Corridor in that bill, and as a 
member of the Transportation Housing 
Subcommittee of Appropriations with 
responsibility for funding the effort. 
However, at the time of the vote, after 
voting ‘‘no’’ on the prior motion to re-
commit, when that vote was held open 
for 15 minutes I left the Chamber to lo-
cate 226 high school students from 
Timber Stone Junior High School in 
my district, who were nowhere to be 
found on either the east or west side of 
the Capitol. When I came back to the 
floor, the vote had been reduced to 5 
minutes and I was not able to record 
my final vote as ‘‘yes’’ on the final 
vote. I wanted to place that on the 
RECORD. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5749, EMERGENCY EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2008 

Mr. ARCURI (during consideration of 
H.R. 1553), from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 110–710) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 1265) providing for consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 5749) to provide for a 
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program of emergency unemployment 
compensation, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

b 2000 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

U.S. OPEN BEGINS PLAY 
TOMORROW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
want to let all of my colleagues know 
that, as most of them already do, that 
tomorrow is the United States Open, 
the great U.S. Open, the great tradi-
tion in golf competition. And it is 
going to be held at Torrey Pines in San 
Diego. 

I thought this might be an appro-
priate time to pay tribute to those 
great golfers who have come to the San 
Diego area, and especially to talk 
about the dean of golf in San Diego, 
that great champion who won two U.S. 
opens, Billy Casper. We have had a 
number of great champions out of San 
Diego. 

Madam Speaker, there is a line that 
connects Billy Casper and Phil 
Mickelson, who is one of the top con-
tenders. He is going to be playing to-
morrow. He is a great U.S. Open com-
petitor who has been runner-up four 
times. He said the other day, I think it 
was on the Golf Channel, that he loves 
the U.S. Open. So far the U.S. Open 
hasn’t loved him. But he follows a suc-
cession of great golfers out of San 
Diego. 

We had ‘‘Gene the Machine,’’ Gene 
Littler, who won the U.S. Open in 1961; 
the great Mickey Wright, possibly the 
greatest woman golfer of all time, who 
won, I believe, four LPGA champion-
ships; Craig Stadler, who while he 
didn’t win the U.S. Open, won the Mas-
ters; the great Paul Runyan, ‘‘Little 
Poison,’’ who at one point, even though 
he was outdriven about 100 yards on 
every drive by Sam Snead at the PGA 
Championships back in the thirties 
beat the Great Snead 8 and 7 by being 
so good around the greens; and of 
course the great Scott Simpson who 
won the U.S. Open in 1987. And that 
leads me to the guy who won the U.S. 
Open two times, really the dean of golf 

in San Diego, California, the great 
Billy Casper. 

Madam Speaker, people don’t under-
stand how great Billy Casper was and 
is. He won 51 professional tournaments. 
During the heyday of the big three, 
that was Palmer, Player and Nicklaus, 
that period between 1964 and 1970 when 
those three golfers were winning a 
combined 35 victories, Billy Casper by 
himself was winning 23 victories, more 
than Palmer or Player combined and 
three more than Jack Nicklaus. In 
fact, I think it was the great Jack 
Nicklaus who said at one point that it 
should have been the big four. 

Billy Casper is a guy who had the 
greatest Ryder Cup record in the his-
tory of American golfers and the best 
come-from-behind win in a U.S. Open 
championship in our history. And let 
me tell you just a little bit about that. 
It was 1966 at Olympic Golf Course in 
San Francisco. Billy Casper walked up 
to the tee on the last nine, the back 
nine of the last 18 holes of the last day 
of the U.S. Open. He walked up to the 
tee seven shots behind the great Arnold 
Palmer in his prime. And after he had 
finished that nine holes, he had shot a 
32, he had tied Palmer who was only 
three over par on the back nine, and 
with a seven-shot lead, you ought to be 
able to win the U.S. Olympic with the 
37 on the last nine. But he tied him, 
caught him by seven strokes in the last 
nine holes. And the next day, the great 
Billy Casper won the playoff against 
Arnold Palmer with a 69. That is the 
great Billy Casper, one of the great 
Americans of all time, one of the great 
athletes and golfers of all time, and our 
dean of golf in San Diego. 

I want to recognize my friend, Danny 
Burton who, while he is very modest, is 
a great athlete. He was the high school 
champion in Indiana, a guy we have all 
looked up to and a guy who also has 
some memories of his own about some 
of these U.S. Open champions. 

I would like to yield to my friend 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman for taking the time to do 
this. I wish everybody that is inter-
ested in golf were paying attention to-
night because you’re mentioning some 
really great players from San Diego. 
There must be something in the water 
out there. 

But Scott Simpson is a friend of 
mine. I have had the opportunity to 
play with Scott a few times. And he is 
probably one of the nicest people I have 
ever met in golf. He is a very good 
Christian man. He is an outstanding 
golfer. He doesn’t know the meaning of 
‘‘quit.’’ And he won the U.S. Open as 
well. And he is one of those guys from 
San Diego that you as a San Diegoan, 
I guess that is how you say it, ought to 
be very proud of. 

Billy Casper and Phil Mickelson, 
Scott Simpson and Gene Littler, a 
great bunch of guys and a great bunch 
of golfers; Phil Mickelson, I have had 
the pleasure of playing with him as 
well. I will tell you, he is going to win 

the Open one of these days because he 
has the ability, and he is the caliber of 
man to get the job done. I know he has 
had a few flukes here in the past. He 
has won the Masters twice. And I pre-
dict Phil will win the U.S. Open before 
too long. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me ask my friend, 
Dan Burton, a lot of people have criti-
cized Phil Mickelson because he is kind 
of a go-for-broke player. And they 
often say, as in some of the shots that 
he took in some of the closing holes in 
some of the majors, that Phil 
Mickelson didn’t play the odds, that he 
didn’t hit the safe shot. He went for the 
go-for-broke shot. And in some cases, it 
didn’t work out. I kind of like that. Be-
cause that is really what we go to the 
golf course to see. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The people 
that criticize Mickelson probably can’t 
even carry his shoes. He has won two 
Masters. He is the number two golfer in 
the world right now. He is tough in 
every tournament. So when people say 
something bad about Mickelson, they 
had better take a good look at them-
selves, especially if they are a golfer. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
And I will just say that it is a great 
day for Billy Casper, a great day for 
Phil Mickelson tomorrow, and a great 
day for the U.S. Open and all of our 
past champions. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Tomorrow 
is the beginning of the best and great-
est golf tournament in the world. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
f 

STATE OF THE NATIONAL 
ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COURTNEY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to discuss one of the most crit-
ical issues facing American families 
today—the state of the national econ-
omy. I want the American people to 
know that this Congress understands 
the struggles facing millions of people. 
And we have been taking steps to pro-
vide assistance to those in need. Just 
last week, we heard the troubling news 
that our unemployment rate jumped 
from 5 percent in April to 5.5 percent in 
May. 

Now in Rhode Island, the problem is 
even worse with an unemployment rate 
of 6.1 percent. Now I strongly support 
an extension of unemployment insur-
ance to those who exhausted their ben-
efit. And I am disappointed that Re-
publicans blocked its passage in the 
House earlier today. Unfortunately, 
our economic woes are not limited, 
though, to high unemployment. As 
health care costs and food prices rise, 
families find themselves forced to de-
cide between buying groceries and 
medicine, a choice no person should 
ever have to make. And compounding 
problems of skyrocketing energy costs 
have made it tougher for people to fill 
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their gas tanks while affordable hous-
ing has become also increasingly rare. 

We know what the American people 
are facing, and we are taking steps to 
help. Of the many challenges that we 
are dealing with right now, one impor-
tant priority for me is to address the 
housing crisis. Now home ownership 
has become an unreachable dream for 
many Rhode Islanders who face the 
typical monthly housing payments up-
wards of $2,200. The situation for rent-
ers is not much better. The average 
two-bedroom apartment right now 
rents for nearly $1,200 a month. Mean-
while our State’s foreclosure rate has 
risen 20 percent in the last few months. 
I have worked to help Rhode Islanders 
facing foreclosure, but we need to do 
more at the national level. 

I have been proud to support Chair-
man FRANK’s efforts to pass com-
prehensive housing legislation which 
would significantly increase avail-
ability of affordable housing nation-
wide and help those facing foreclosure 
to keep their homes. I am certainly 
hopeful that the Senate will act soon 
and we will bring swift relief to the 
American people. 

Our constituents also face sky-
rocketing energy costs which are eat-
ing up an ever larger portion of dispos-
able income. The average U.S. house-
hold spends approximately $1,000 more 
per year on gasoline than it did 5 years 
ago. Meanwhile oil and gas companies 
are reaping record profits while doing 
nothing to lower prices for consumers. 
I think this is an absolute outrage. 

I have strongly advocated a com-
prehensive energy plan to lower costs, 
create jobs and improve our environ-
ment. As a short-term strategy, this 
Congress has, among other things, sus-
pended shipments to the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve to provide more oil to 
the market. We cracked down on price- 
fixing among energy companies and 
passed legislation to repeal massive 
tax breaks for oil and gas companies. 

In the longer term, though, we must 
invest in conservation and domestic 
production of clean and renewable 
fuels. This will reduce our reliance on 
foreign energy sources while creating 
new jobs in the green energy sector. 
Unfortunately, the President’s stub-
born opposition to commonsense initia-
tives has blocked any real progress. I’m 
going to keep fighting to move our Na-
tion forward, toward a more respon-
sible energy policy, and I urge my col-
leagues to join me in this effort. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I am concerned 
about the state of our Nation’s health 
care system. Right now, approximately 
47 million Americans lack health in-
surance while the rest watch their cov-
erage costs continue their steep climb. 
That is why I’ve introduced the Amer-
ican Health Benefits Program Act, 
which will provide every American 
with access to the same quality, afford-
able coverage as Members of Congress. 
My bipartisan proposal offers a prac-
tical model to begin reigning in costs, 
improving quality and delivering the 

same level of health care that this 
country deserves. 

American prosperity, Mr. Speaker, 
depends on individual economic secu-
rity. Only when Americans no longer 
have to choose between groceries, gas 
and health care will our economy truly 
flourish. I am committed to improving 
the economic outlook for the millions 
who are struggling, and I will continue 
working with my colleagues in Con-
gress on this vital and urgent goal. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

THE ENERGY CRISIS AND THE 
AMERICAN ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, we have been talking about the en-
ergy crisis in this country now for 
some time, and it has captured the 
imagination and the attention of prob-
ably every person in America, all 300 
million people, because the price of 
gasoline is now over $4 a gallon. 

It has affected every family as far as 
their ability to live the kind of life 
they want to because they have to 
spend so much money on energy. It has 
affected the price of our food because 
the people who transport our commod-
ities across the country—the truck-
ers—are now paying $4.50 to $5 a gallon 
for diesel fuel. In fact, they’ve dem-
onstrated here at the United States 
Capitol with their trucks because it’s 
so expensive for them to do their jobs. 

We had a hearing today on how China 
is being involved in the United States 
and in Central and South America. 
They’re buying up more and more of 
the oil because they have an economic 
expansion program, funded, in large 
part, by the money that we give to 
them in trade. India is now taking 
more and more energy and oil. So the 
demand around the world is growing at 
a very rapid rate. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are always talking about new 
energy—new sources of energy, new 
technologies. I’m for all of that. We all 
want to clean up the environment, but 
with the demand for oil growing at 
such a rapid rate all around the world 
and with these countries that have 
more and more ability to buy oil and to 
use oil because they need more because 
their populations are growing so rap-
idly, we need to do something about 
energy in this country. 

We have the ability from coal shale, 
I understand, to take care of this coun-
try for a couple of hundred years, as far 

as oil is concerned, by converting that 
shale into a usable energy oil shale. We 
have the ability to get 1 million to 2 
million barrels of oil a day out of the 
ANWR in Alaska. We’re not doing that. 
We have the ability to get 1 million or 
2 million barrels a day off the Outer 
Continental Shelf. We’re not doing 
that. We have up to a 500-year supply 
of natural gas in this country. We’re 
not drilling for that. It’s all because of 
what people call environmental con-
cerns. 

I would just like to say to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
that we should be concerned about the 
environment, but we should also be 
concerned about the economy of this 
country. We can’t survive if the energy 
costs continue to go up and up and up 
while we wait on the transition to new 
technologies. Those new technologies 
are going to come, but it may take 1 
year, 5 years, 10 years from now before 
they are able to pick up the major part 
of the energy needs of this country. We 
can’t wait that long. We simply can’t. 
We could become a second-rate eco-
nomic power if we don’t get control of 
our energy needs and are able to get 
the energy that is necessary for this 
country to grow economically. 

I just don’t understand why my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
and in the other chamber on the other 
side of the aisle continue to say we 
should not drill for oil in our own coun-
try. 

b 2015 

The American people, if you went out 
on the street and asked anybody at any 
service station, will tell you they don’t 
care where we drill, because they want 
their gas prices down. 

Now, we can drill in an environ-
mentally safe way, but my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle will not 
allow us to do it. It is just 
unexplainable, as far as I am con-
cerned. We have the resources in this 
country, we have the ability in this 
country, to provide for the oil re-
sources that are necessary to lower the 
gas prices in this country, and we are 
not doing it. And we are not going to 
do it as long as the other side, the 
Democrats in this Congress, continue 
to block us, because of ‘‘environmental 
concerns.’’ 

There has to be a balance between 
the economic concerns in this country 
and the environment concerns, and my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
are simply not realizing that. They 
have the ‘‘ostrich syndrome.’’ They 
have got their heads in the sand. 

Gasoline prices have gone up $1.50 in 
the last 2 years since this body has 
been taken over by the Democratic 
Party. This is intolerable. They said 
they were going to do something about 
the energy crisis in this country when 
it was $1.50 less per gallon. We have to 
do something about it, and we have to 
start now. 

We talked about energy independence 
during the Carter years back in the 
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seventies, and we haven’t done any-
thing about it. We had gas lines real 
long back in those days and we were 
going to become energy independent. 
We have not done it. The Congress of 
the United States has been controlled 
by the other party up until 1994, and we 
haven’t done anything about the en-
ergy shortfalls in this country. 

It is time that we become really bi-
partisan in the search for energy. It is 
time for us to work together. We need 
to be able to explore this country for 
the natural resources we have, the oil 
that we have in the ground and the 
natural gas we have in the ground, and 
we are not doing it. 

I would just like to end by saying 
this, Mr. Speaker, to my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle: Let’s work 
together. Let’s explore and drill for the 
oil that we have in this country so we 
can truly move towards energy inde-
pendence and at the same time move 
toward the new technologies that will 
give us more and more of a clean 
Earth. That is what we all want. But at 
the same time, we have got to have en-
ergy now. We have to drill for it now. 
And I hope my colleagues will realize 
this before it is too late. 

This is going to be a major issue in 
this campaign this fall, and I hope they 
will realize that and come to the con-
clusion that we ought to become truly 
energy independent and move in that 
direction. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

AMERICA NEEDS TO RECAPTURE 
ITS INDEPENDENCE FROM FOR-
EIGN INTERESTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, today the 
New York Post reported that a foreign 
government in the form of the Abu 
Dhabi Investment Council plans to buy 
the Chrysler Building, a New York City 
landmark, for more than $800 million, 
continuing a trend of foreign govern-
ment buyouts of American business, 
real estate and assets. This is the same 
sovereign wealth fund that bailed out 
Citigroup earlier in this year. Recall 
Citigroup, America’s biggest bank and 
a key player in recycling international 
petrodollars and a holder of enormous 
debt from the subprime lending crisis. 

Abu Dhabi is jointly owned by the 
Abu Dhabi Investment Authority and 
the National Bank of Abu Dhabi. The 
former chairman is Sheik Khalifa bin 
Zayed al-Nahyan, who is pictured here 
on the poster with President Bush. The 
Sheik is the President of the United 
Arab Emirates and the ruler of Abu 

Dhabi. This is not just a foreign execu-
tive buying up an American icon build-
ing. This is the ruler of a foreign coun-
try. 

For those who are opposed to the 
American government owning private 
property, allowing foreign govern-
ments, and I underline that, to own 
America’s priceless assets should be 
anathema. But the same people who 
advocate less U.S. Government involve-
ment surely cannot support the med-
dling of undemocratic governments 
such as Abu Dhabi in buying up Amer-
ica’s assets. 

U.S. Treasury Secretary Paulson 
went to Abu Dhabi earlier this month 
to put stardust on the state of the U.S. 
economy, assuring the Sheik that the 
United States encourages these types 
of foreign government investments and 
buyouts, even while the Secretary ad-
vocates a smaller role for the U.S. Gov-
ernment in our own country. Does this 
make any sense? 

Abu Dhabi’s investments are particu-
larly alarming, because in addition to 
the Authority and Council being state- 
run and perhaps the largest such funds 
in the world, they are among the least 
transparent sovereign wealth funds. 
According to the Sovereign Wealth 
Fund Institute, there is a ranking of 
the transparency of who really owns 
these funds and whose money is in 
there and what is that money doing. 

Abu Dhabi and the UAE are at the 
very bottom, at the very bottom. They 
are the least transparent of global sov-
ereign wealth funds. The Authority in 
particular has a reputation for intense 
secrecy, without even an internal com-
munications department. The fund is 
state-run and ‘‘does not answer to a 
wide public at home,’’ said David L. 
Mack, a former United States Ambas-
sador to the United Arab Emirates. 

How would this fund stand up to the 
regulations we have in place here in 
our own country? Would this fund be 
legal in the United States? How is this 
fund supportive of democratic prin-
ciples? Abu Dhabi and the UAE are not 
democratic places. Without even ask-
ing these questions, this oil-hungry ad-
ministration courts these investors 
personally. 

Of course, sovereign wealth funds are 
not just in the UAE. Kuwait, Qatar and 
Boston Properties purchased the GM 
Building earlier this week. Do you see 
the pattern? Nor are these funds lim-
ited to the oil-rich Middle Eastern 
countries. In fact, one of the largest 
funds is Norway’s. But that country, a 
democracy, has perhaps the most 
transparent and conventional invest-
ment strategy. They are at the top in 
terms of transparency and normal 
Western business and law practices. 

China, Saudi Arabia and many funds, 
such as those of the UAE, invest uncon-
ventionally, are very secret. They are 
not transparent, even when countries 
like Norway set an example of respon-
sible investment. 

As our trade deficit swells even more, 
in April it deepened even more, to $60.9 

billion in one month, America cannot 
afford to sell off any more of our coun-
try. We need to reduce our dependency 
on oil, balance our trade accounts and 
invest in our own country so that un-
democratic and secretive foreign gov-
ernments do not buy out our heritage. 
We need to recapture America’s inde-
pendence and stand on our own two 
feet again. It will require sacrifice and 
discipline and responsibility. 

Freedom’s clock is really ticking for 
this generation. Are we going to hear 
it? Are we going to hear it? 

Mr. Speaker, I include the June 11, 
2008, New York Post article entitled 
‘‘Chrysler Building on the Block’’ for 
the RECORD. 

[From the New York Post, June 11, 2008] 

CHRYSLER BUILDING ON THE BLOCK 

(By Lois Weiss) 

The latest Big Apple trophy being coveted 
by oil-rich sovereign wealth funds is the 
landmark Chrysler Building. 

Sources say the super-rich Abu Dhabi In-
vestment Council is negotiating an $800 mil-
lion deal for a 75 percent stake in the Art 
Deco treasure that has defined the Midtown 
skyline since 1930. 

The Chrysler assets would be purchased 
from TMW—the German arm of an Atlanta- 
based investment fund that’s been eager to 
cash out of its Chrysler stake. 

The deal follows last month’s sale of the 
GM Building and three other Macklowe/Eq-
uity Portfolio properties for $3.95 billion to a 
group of investors including the wealth funds 
of Kuwait and Qatar and Boston Properties. 

As part of the Chrysler deal, sources said 
the Abu Dhabi Investment Council would 
also get part of the skyscraper’s signature 
Trylons retail prize next door. 

Tishman Speyer Properties owns the re-
maining 25 percent stake in the Chrysler 
Building and operates the landmark at 405 
Lexington Ave., along with the Trylons and 
the newer next door neighbor at 666 Third 
Ave. 

The Trylons space also involves retail por-
tion, which includes the Capital Grille 
steakhouse and a Citibank branch. 

The buildings sit on land owned by Cooper 
Union, which leased it in a long-term ar-
rangement to others and uses the payments 
to support tuition for its students. 

Recently Tishman Speyer obtained a 150- 
year extension of the ground lease. 

Sources say the deal would leave Tishman 
Speyer in charge of the building, with the 
Abu Dhabi fund essentially acting as a silent 
partner. 

Abu Dhabi has also partnered with 
Tishman Speyer in other deals around the 
world, sources said. Since TMW and Tishman 
Speyer sold 666 Fifth Ave. to Kushner Com-
panies for $1.8 billion last year, the Atlanta 
group began informing the real estate com-
munity that it was ready to cash out in the 
landmark Chrysler Center, as well. 

None of the principals involved in the deal 
had any comment. 

Boston Properties closed on its purchase of 
the GM Building on Monday with investment 
partners Kuwait and Qatar, and will com-
plete the purchase of three other former 
Macklowe properties over the next few 
months. 

Developer Harry Macklowe was forced to 
sell the assets after taking a personal loan 
on the GM Building and other family assets 
to raise nearly $7 billion to buy a city pack-
age of former Equity Office buildings. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. FOXX addressed the House. Her 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

TAXES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
our Founding Fathers did not establish 
Congress to level society or to end-
lessly take money out of the pockets of 
people, and they were very clear on 
that point. According to Thomas Jef-
ferson, ‘‘Congress has not unlimited 
powers to provide for the general wel-
fare, but only those specifically enu-
merated.’’ 

James Madison went even further. He 
wrote, ‘‘I cannot undertake to lay my 
finger on that article of the Constitu-
tion which granted a right to Congress 
of expending, on objects of benevo-
lence, the money of their constitu-
ents.’’ 

Heavy taxation is bad representation. 
As a rule, I use a four-part test for 
every piece of legislation that crosses 
my desk. My test asks these four sim-
ple questions: Is it moral? Is it con-
stitutional according to the original 
intent of the Constitution? Is it need-
ed? And can we afford it? Most of the 
time, the legislation fails at least one 
of those tests and I stand against it. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have stood against new taxes time and 
time again because the current tax sys-
tem is not moral, is not constitutional, 
is not needed, and we cannot afford it. 
This government of takers has imposed 
an immoral death tax, an anti-growth 
capital gains tax, an unfair dividend 
tax, and job-killing business taxes, all 
with supposed social benefits. 

We need to stand up for the overbur-
dened taxpayer by taking away the fi-
nancial yoke of big government. It is 
absolutely immoral for Congress to 
allow death taxes to stand. The govern-
ment has no business inflicting more 
stress on those in our society that are 
already mourning the loss of their 
loved one. I don’t believe that a person 
should be forced to visit the IRS and 
the undertaker on the same day. 

How can the people trust a govern-
ment so controlled by greed? Congress 
must understand that every time a new 
tax is passed, there will be unintended 
consequences and unfair results. The 
people do not want these taxes. Truly 
limited government does not need 
them. The people want to be treated 
fairly, and our Constitution requires us 
to comply. 

Not only are some taxes immoral, 
but many are unconstitutional as well. 
For example, extra taxes that target 
successful businesses are harmful, un-
fair and anti-capitalistic. Harmful be-
cause the more the government taxes 

businesses, the less they produce and 
the less they compete; unfair, because 
consumers are denied the benefit of a 
wide variety of low-cost products pro-
duced by a competitive market; and 
anti-capitalistic because it is not the 
government’s place to redistribute 
wealth. 

As the great Winston Churchill once 
said, ‘‘for a nation to try to tax itself 
into prosperity is like a man standing 
in a bucket trying to lift himself up by 
the handle.’’ 

These corporate taxes will always be 
unwise, and in the American economy 
there is only one social responsibility 
of business, and that is to make as 
much money for their investors as pos-
sible, within the rules, of course. As an 
ardent capitalist, I believe that the 
marketplace, unencumbered by govern-
ment regulation and taxes, is the best 
way to control quality, quantity and 
the cost of all goods and services, no 
matter what it might be, whether it is 
health care, my business, or selling 
anything that might be available to 
the public. 

Cutting taxes and reining in the Fed-
eral Government is fundamental to re-
turning power to the U.S. citizens and 
promoting economic growth. We should 
support our free market by eliminating 
unfair corporate taxes and promoting 
economic growth. Along with pro-
moting economic growth, we should 
also promote economic consistency and 
stability. We can only do that by elimi-
nating, not just reducing, but elimi-
nating capital gains taxes. 

Just as businesses should not be pe-
nalized for being successful, investors 
should not be penalized for making 
good decisions and for supporting good 
companies. If we continue to try to tax 
people into making a perfect world, we 
will create a bureaucratic monster. In 
fact, Congress has been doing just that. 

Congress has always been able to 
raise new taxes when it can sell a new 
program to one group of citizens while 
sending the bill to another. The Amer-
ican people should always remember 
that whatever the government gives, it 
first must take it from somebody else. 
Congress should always remember that 
the less money it takes from people, 
the more freedom people have. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCCOTTER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
addressed the House. His remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks). 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FRANKS of Arizona addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. YARMUTH addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. WESTMORELAND addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CONAWAY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

b 2030 

ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of 
the minority leader. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, today, June 11 of the year 
2008, we had an interesting happening 
in the Capitol. We have had $4 gasoline 
for some time now, we have had $5 die-
sel, record high natural gas prices ap-
proaching $13 per thousand, the most 
expensive energy America has ever 
known. 

We had a chance today in committee 
the deal with this issue. I was stunned. 
I have been working on this issue for 
many, many years. We passed a major 
bill in 2006 with good bipartisan sup-
port, a lot of Republicans, but we had 
probably 40-some Democrats. A lot of 
people in this Congress realize that we 
must produce more energy in America 
if we are going to deal with the prices 
in America. 

Today the Interior subcommittee 
met. I offered an amendment to open 
up the Outer Continental Shelf. As you 
look at the chart to my left, that’s the 
east coast and the west coast and down 
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here in the gulf on both sides of Flor-
ida. The red or pinkish areas are locked 
up. There’s 86 billion barrels in those 
areas, by old standards, by old seis-
mographic tests which was 30-some 
years ago. Most people feel there is 
many times that. There is 400 trillion 
cubic feet of natural gas there. 

My amendment today would have re-
moved the moratorium. For 27 years 
Congress has had legislative language 
that says we cannot produce here. It’s 
locked up. This Outer Continental 
Shelf is from 3 miles offshore. The first 
three miles is controlled by the States. 
Next 197 miles is owned by us, the tax-
payers, citizens of America. Not by any 
company, not by the President, not by 
Congress, but owned by the citizens, 
not by any State. It’s our resources. 

The interesting and troubling fact is 
my amendment would have opened it 
up from 50 miles to 200. 

Every country in the world that has 
energy offshore produces it. It’s the 
most environmentally sensitive place 
to produce energy. 

In most places the fisheries are bet-
ter, they like the platforms, they like 
the places to hide. The fishermen love 
them being there because it’s where 
the best fishing is. 

Down here in this little blue area, 40 
percent of our energy comes from there 
that we produce in this country, that 
little bit of the gulf. 

Now there they produce right up to 
the shoreline. We were given a 50-mile 
buffer. There has not been an oil spill 
on a beach from a well except for the 
one in Santa Barbara in 1969, pretty 
good record, in my view. There has 
never been a natural gas well that’s 
ever caused an environmental problem 
that I know of. 

But today we had a vote of nine 
‘‘noes’’ for the Democrats and six 
‘‘yeses’’ for the Republicans. I don’t 
like to be partisan. I like to have bipar-
tisan support, and I worked very hard 
on this amendment. I thought I had 
strong support from both parties, and I 
was stunned today. 

I guess it’s another example of 
Speaker power. 

I have been in the legislative busi-
ness for 31 years, 19 years at the State 
and 12 years here. I have seen legisla-
tive bodies that were good process bod-
ies where you debate the issues from 
the subcommittee to the full com-
mittee to the floor. Then when the 
House and Senate meet in a conference 
committee, that really gives you seven 
shots at a bill. That’s not happening 
here. 

This is the most top-down legislative 
body I have ever been a part of. Today 
showed that. I would bet the farm 
there are members on this sub-
committee that wanted to vote for 
this, but for some reason chose not to. 
I am not going to name them, I am not 
going to second-guess them, but I was 
stunned. 

I think America would be stunned. I 
believe this Congress is way behind the 
folks, approaching 60 percent of Ameri-

cans at a recent poll, who want us to 
produce offshore, on shore, wherever 
we have energy. I find, in talking to 
town meetings and large groups, when 
you discuss the issue and explain the 
facts and explain the alternatives, al-
most all Americans want energy pro-
duced so it’s affordable. 

Our economy was built on affordable 
energy. The problem we have, the argu-
ments today were that there are 68 mil-
lion acres already leased, and that’s 
enough. This is the percentage, and, ac-
tually, it’s less than 3 percent, of the 
Outer Continental Shelf where there is 
a lease that has been offered. So there 
is a very small part of the continental 
shelf that actually has a lease on it. 

They said, well, there are 68 million 
acres, we need lease no more. Well, if 
you have leased property—yes, there 
are leases, there are leases that are not 
active—but if you have leased property 
and spent millions and millions of dol-
lars and you get dry holes, you don’t 
drill anymore. You find out there is 
not oil in there. 

As we look on here a little bit, this is 
interesting, this is a map. It’s not as 
good as color as I had hoped to see. 
This is Cuba, this is Key West, this is 
Florida. These are the leases that have 
been granted by Cuba, China, Canada 
and Spain. I am not sure here, but 
these are the ones that are being nego-
tiated now. Canada is going to be pro-
ducing energy off our shores, and we 
absolutely disallow it. 

Does that make any sense? No. Our 
biggest competitor, China, will be pos-
sibly producing our oil and our gas, 
using it to compete against us. 

Natural gas is the one that’s really in 
trouble in America. We know the oil 
prices today closed at $137, natural gas 
at $12.75. Natural gas is the one that we 
don’t talk enough about. Oil is painful, 
but every country that competes with 
us pays that price. America may be the 
only country paying—now, this is not 
the price people pay. This is what the 
price today coming out of the ground 
is. 

Now, what’s sneaking up on Ameri-
cans this year, they already know it 
costs a lot to travel. Those who are on 
propane and fuel oil last year know it 
was pretty expensive to heat their 
homes. 

Natural gas did not rise a lot last 
year. But here is what happened to nat-
ural gas this year. This is the chart of 
natural gas for this year. This is what’s 
happened this spring. 

Never before have I ever seen natural 
gas prices—this is the time of year 
when we are not heating and cooling 
much, it’s call the shoulder season for 
use, and this is when we usually put it 
in the ground for next winter’s storage 
to heat our homes. We are putting gas 
in the ground at a price more than we 
paid for it last year. Now you have to 
add storage costs, transmission costs 
and processing costs. 

Americans will be getting somewhere 
between a 60 to 100 percent increase of 
natural gas prices this winter. So those 

who are struggling to pay $4 to drive 
their cars are now going to struggle to 
heat their homes. The sad story is, 
with natural gas, our big employers 
like Dow Chemical in 2002 paid $8 bil-
lion for natural gas for a year’s use. 
This year they are paying $8 billion 
every quarter, that’s $32 billion. 

Folks, here is what has happened to 
the jobs and what will continue to hap-
pen if we don’t deal with energy prices 
because the rest of the world is. Nat-
ural gas will push petrochemicals, 
polymers, plastic and many other steel 
and aluminum jobs—I predict, glass 
will be made offshore, bricks will be 
made offshore. Bulk commodities will 
not be made in this country because of 
natural gas prices, because you use so 
much. 

Here’s what the arguments were. 
This is what people want to use. This is 
oil. From the middle over is history, 
this is what the Energy Department 
predicts for the future. 

I don’t quite agree with this chart, 
because we are turning down coal 
plants all over the country. The nat-
ural gas will be much wider, coal will 
be much shallower. I don’t see the 
growth in coal. We also all had high 
hopes for coal-to-liquid. That’s sort of 
on hold in this country. Why, I don’t 
know, because of carbon, I guess. The 
concern of carbon has become a greater 
concern. 

Nuclear, to stay here, we have to 
have 35 to 40 nuclear plants built in ad-
dition to what we have to keep nuclear 
where it’s at as 20 percent of the grid. 

Nonhydro, the amount, everybody 
wants—hydro is not growing because 
we are not doing dams. Nonrenewables 
are mostly woody biomass and hydro. 
That’s what most of this is. 

If we double wind and solar, and we 
hope we can, we are less than 1 percent 
of our energy needs in 5 years or 10 
years whenever we do that. That’s the 
scary part. 

Now here’s the dependence part. 
When I came to Congress, we were in 
the 40s. We are now 66.3 percent de-
pendent on imports, and here is where 
we get it. Canada is our best friend to 
the north, Mexico is our next best 
friend, nonOPEC and Ecuador, and 
then we go down here. 

These are the countries that are 
going to own us. These are the coun-
tries where our wealth is going. In fact, 
I think I heard a speaker a few mo-
ments ago on floor talk about the pur-
chase of the Chrysler Building by one 
of the Mid East countries. 

Ladies and gentlemen, if America 
does not deal with energy, we will not 
compete in the global economy of the 
world. We cannot have the highest en-
ergy prices known anywhere and com-
pete. We will not have middle-class 
jobs. The middle class in America will 
disappear. That’s not the America I 
want. 

Now, how we get past this partisan-
ship, how we get past that we can take 
the minuteness of wind and solar and 
replace fossil fuels, I wish I knew. I am 
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for hydrogen. I belonged to the hydro-
gen caucus for years, but it has not 
grown. Wind and solar has grown a 
very small amount. 

Until we can store electricity, we are 
going to depend on fossil fuels to make 
it. If we continue with the chart I just 
looked at to not produce coal plants, 
that’s going to come on natural gas. If 
we don’t open up the Outer Continental 
Shelf and much of the Midwest, we are 
not going to have the natural gas—and 
natural gas, let’s come back to the nat-
ural gas chart. 

Natural gas, in my view, is the clean, 
green fuel. We would have been far 
wiser, in my view, to have used com-
pressed natural gas in automobiles 
than ethanol. Automobiles, with a cou-
ple of thousand dollars addition can 
burn natural gas. That’s a clean fuel. 

If we open up the Outer Continental 
Shelf, if we opened up the Roan Pla-
teau in the west and some of the new 
areas that we know are potentials in 
this country—but we have to drill a 
hole in the ground, and why aren’t we 
doing that? Well, here are the people 
that I think have been successful. 

I was having a debate late week with 
the Sierra Club on NPR radio in Cali-
fornia. When the debate was over she 
assured the audience that she would be 
beating me back next week when I of-
fered my amendment. They won today. 

The Sierra Club, they are against 
shale oil development. They are 
against coal gasification, and they are 
against offshore energy. Then we have 
Greenpeace, and they want to phase 
out all fossil fuels. They want to elimi-
nate all of these and replace them with 
these. 

Now, I wish we could do that. They 
are opposed. Environmental Defense 
Fund, no power plants, no smoke-
stacks, League of Conservation Voters, 
no coal-to-liquid, wrong way to go; De-
fenders of Wildlife, no offshore, no 
coastal production; Natural Resource 
Defense Council, no coal, coal is evil; 
Center for Biological Diversity, no oil 
and gas drilling. That’s devastating on 
public lands. 

b 2045 

Friends of the Earth, no liquid coal, 
that is dirty. 

Folks, we have technology in this 
country today. We can produce energy 
cleanly. We can burn it cleanly. We 
have clean coal technology we are re-
fusing to build to replace the old 
plants. 

If we continue, we are the only coun-
try I know of in the world that is on a 
madness mission, I call it, that we are 
not going to use fossil fuels. Now I 
want to grow all of these. I would be 
building hydrodams. The only one that 
has grown on this chart, and I have an-
other chart that shows it better, woody 
biomass has doubled in the last decade. 
That is wood pellet stoves. Almost a 
million Americans use them now. That 
is using wood for generators, small 
plants for electricity using wood waste, 
and heating small factories. I am from 

a wood area, the greatest hardwood for-
ests in America are in northern Penn-
sylvania, and we dry kiln our wood. We 
used to use propane and natural gas, 
now we use wood waste. Wood waste 
has found a marketplace, and it is con-
tinuing. But that’s the only one that 
has had measurable growth that you 
can put on a chart. I don’t have that 
chart here. 

But folks, we need to have a com-
prehensive policy. But until we have 
the renewables available to use, we 
have to use clean fossil fuels in the 
very best manner we can. But if this 
Congress says no in full committee a 
week from now, we will be doing our 
bill in full committee, if they say no 
again, partisanly, and if they say no on 
this floor when we do the Interior bill, 
America will miss its only chance. 

My bill, the Outer Continental Shelf 
bill, has 170-some cosponsors, and can’t 
get a hearing or a discussion. We are 
not going to talk about fuels in this 
Congress. 

Now we passed a great bill a couple of 
weeks ago where the Democrats pro-
posed to enable us to sue OPEC. We are 
going to sue a group of countries, I had 
the chart here a minute ago, that we 
don’t think have produced enough en-
ergy, when we refuse to produce it at 
all. Now what is the logic of that? 
What court is going to listen to that, 
and how do you even have a serious 
face. Back home, people laughed about 
that. They thought it was stupid. 

We also have proposals to tax oil 
companies. Who pays the taxes, the en-
ergy users. I know there is hatred for 
the energy companies. They are really 
a small part of the mix. The vast ma-
jority of energy in this country is not 
produced by Big Oil. It is produced by 
small producers in my district in Penn-
sylvania and all down through the 
south. It is mostly independents. They 
are the brand names. They own some of 
the refineries. They own a lot of prod-
uct lines in their names, but they are a 
small part of the production of energy. 
Yet we want to punish energy produc-
tion. 

We passed a bill here once, fortu-
nately the Senate didn’t, that was 
going to tax all energy companies. And 
I have two refineries in my district, 
one who was struggling, American Re-
finers and United Refinery, and we 
were going to make them pay higher 
taxes than the businesses right down 
the road. Did that make any sense? No. 
That is taxing American energy; not 
taxing imports but American energy. 

I believe this Congress is way behind 
the American public. When I go back to 
my office many times after giving one 
of these speeches, I have phone calls for 
hours, I have phone calls for days say-
ing I believe in what you said; I believe 
America should be producing energy; 
thank you for speaking out. 

I believe the American public in the 
next election, I believe energy avail-
ability and affordability will be one of 
the major issues that they will be look-
ing at because I don’t think we are 

done. I don’t think $4.05 gasoline is the 
end. 

We have these high prices today that 
have scared the American public. I 
have people in my district who don’t 
know how they are going to get 
through the winter and how they are 
going to heat their house. They don’t 
know how they are going to make it. 
We have these high prices today. We 
have not had a storm in the gulf, which 
interrupts a lot of production when it 
happens, for 21⁄2 years. Everyone is pre-
dicting we are going to have major 
storms in the gulf, hurricanes, and that 
will eliminate a lot of energy produc-
tion and prices will skyrocket. 

We have not had a successful ter-
rorist attack on our energy supply sys-
tem. That could happen tomorrow. We 
have not had a major foreign country, 
and I had that chart of countries we 
get our oil from, most of those are dic-
tatorships that could tip over. When 
there is a little trouble in Nigeria, en-
ergy prices skyrocket. When there were 
problems in Venezuela, prices sky-
rocketed. When Chavez was arguing 
with Exxon, oil went up $20 just be-
cause they were arguing. 

The reason is there is no surplus in 
the system. Historically we had eight 
million barrels of oil that another 
country could produce if some country 
couldn’t produce. Today we are down 
to where this is about a million barrels 
of oil. It is 86 million barrels a day 
countries use. We use 21, and so there 
is only a one million barrel surplus. So 
if a country has problems and produces 
three million less, there is not enough 
oil. 

Now the reason these gas prices that 
I showed you earlier are going up, we 
are using more gas than we are pro-
ducing. One of the big storage compa-
nies told me a month ago, they are not 
sure they can get their storage full this 
winter and they have always had it full 
by winter because we cannot produce 
enough gas, we have to put it in under-
ground caverns and store it for winter. 

I believe this Congress is at the root 
of the high prices of energy, and three 
Presidents, too, I am not going to hold 
them countless, because we have not 
had an adequate, thoughtful energy 
policy for America. While the rest of 
the world is building an energy supply 
for themselves, we are twiddling our 
thumbs and we are refusing to produce 
fossil fuels. 

I think if this Congress before we re-
cess in July does not deal effectively 
with energy and open up supply, you 
are going to see the beginning of the 
decline of the America we know. It is a 
national security issue. It is an eco-
nomic issue. American companies can-
not compete, and when they can’t com-
pete here, they will diminish their op-
erations here and they will expand 
them over there. They have had other 
reasons to do that, but the biggest one 
has been energy. So I beg my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, let’s 
get by this partisan bickering and let’s 
support an energy policy for America. 
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The gentleman from Ohio has come 

to join us, and I yield to Mr. LATTA. 
Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding, and he speaks the truth. 
This country is in a crisis and we are 
not listening. The folks back home get 
it. But we are not getting it. It is time 
we do. 

I would like to start off with this. 
This is kind of sobering. Right now the 
United States uses 21 percent of the 
world’s energy. If you look across this 
chart, in 2010 we still have energy su-
premacy and usage over India and 
China. When you look at 2015, those 
two countries together will be con-
suming more energy than the United 
States. When we get to 2020, China is 
going to be consuming more energy 
than the United States. And just look 
at the chart as it goes across, the 
United States is barely moving while 
China is making leaps and bounds. The 
question is, what does that all mean. It 
means this: energy means jobs. Those 
are American jobs. The folks back 
home get it. Congress doesn’t get it. 

I come from the Fifth Congressional 
District of Ohio which is the ninth 
largest manufacturing district of the 
435 districts in Congress. I also rep-
resent the number one agricultural dis-
trict in the State of Ohio. What does it 
mean, if we don’t have energy, we don’t 
have jobs. Companies out there are 
looking, we look at this chart, compa-
nies are looking at where can they get 
energy. How are they going to keep 
their jobs and keep their people em-
ployed. Farmers are out there right 
now in our State planting, and some 
people say farmers are getting these 
high prices this year. Let’s look at 
some facts. 

When they are buying diesel and buy-
ing fertilizer that is also made from 
oil, when they are buying their chemi-
cals that they are putting on the field 
made from oil products, they are not 
making that much money. 

What does that mean to the con-
sumer? Very simple, the consumers 
when they go to the grocery store are 
finding that prices are going up for 
milk, bread and cereal. It is all going 
up. 

Looking down the road, when you are 
paying $4 a gallon for gasoline, you are 
paying more for food and it is costing 
you more to get to work. I have talked 
to a lot of my manufacturers in Ohio in 
my district, and I asked how far do 
most people drive to work. It is not un-
usual to have people say people are 
driving 50 or 60 miles to get to work. 
So when we look at people who are 
driving maybe 100 miles round trip 
every day, 500 miles a week, and $4 a 
gallon for gasoline, some folks are say-
ing I’m not sure I can afford this job. 
We can’t have that happen. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
mentioned about Dow, we have a com-
pany in my district, a float glass com-
pany, the price of their fuel for natural 
gas in a 5-year period of time has gone 
from $10 million to $30 million. What 
does that mean for America? There are 

only 37 float glass facilities left in this 
country. The Chinese are building 40 as 
we stand here today and bicker, unfor-
tunately, about doing something in 
this country about oil and our energy 
usage and needs. They have the energy 
and they are going to have a cheaper 
labor supply, I am going to ask you in 
the future, where are you going to buy 
a window pane that is made in the 
United States of America? Or where 
are you going to buy a windshield that 
is made in the United States of Amer-
ica? They will not be made in this 
country at all. And the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is absolutely correct, 
more and more products are being 
made offshore and those are American 
jobs. We can’t afford that. 

What made this country great is very 
simple. After the Civil War, the Indus-
trial Revolution really kicked into 
high gear. We had all the natural re-
sources in the country, and we were 
able to produce for the world, and we 
produced for the world for years. We 
had the head start on everybody, of 
course, after World War II when the 
rest of the world lay in ruins and the 
United States’ factories were hum-
ming. But the rest of the world is 
catching up, if not surpassing us, and 
this chart shows it. And we can’t afford 
it. 

What is the rest of the world doing? 
France, 70–80 percent of their power is 
nuclear. They are exporting power to 
the rest of Europe. 

Japan, 55 nuclear reactors, two under 
construction. 

China, they are building 40 nuclear 
power stations in the next 25 to 30 
years. 

India, 30 plants in the next 25 years. 
Coal. That was talked about earlier. 

China and India use 45 percent of the 
world’s coal. China is building coal- 
powered plants as we speak and putting 
them online right now. They are in-
vesting $24 billion in clean coal tech-
nology. 

The gentleman mentioned they are 
also out there building the Three 
Gorges hydroelectric plant. Again, it is 
a communist country and they are not 
worried about displacing millions of 
people, but they are going to have that 
power station producing electricity to 
make sure that they are producing. 

It has been mentioned how China is 
drilling onshore and offshore and right 
off our shore. But the real question is 
what is the United States doing on all 
of this? And this scares people, abso-
lutely nothing. Absolutely nothing. 

The last nuclear power plant to be li-
censed in this country was in 1977; 1977. 
The last one to go online was in 1996; 
1996. We have 24 percent of the coal in 
the world; 24 percent. But what are we 
doing, nothing. You mention coal in 
this Chamber, and it is an absolute no. 
We have to have it. 

In Ohio we have what they call high- 
sulfur coal so it is very, very expensive 
to burn because you need to have it 
clean. But if you burn it in a closed 
system, you don’t have those emis-

sions. What does that mean for Ohio, 
we will put miners to work and we will 
have companies that make steel to 
make the coal gasification plants out 
there, making those parts, and we will 
have people building those plants. And 
we will be able to consume that power 
in this country because when we have 
24 percent of the world’s coal reserves 
right now, we can get a lot done. But 
what are we doing about it, absolutely 
nothing. 

What about oil. Again, when you 
have China out there doing everything 
it possibly can to make sure that they 
have their oil supplies up, they are put-
ting thousands of cars on the road. A 
lot of people say we don’t understand 
what is going on out there. Well, there 
is only so much oil out there in the 
world right now, and only so much of it 
has been refined. The whole world is 
now consuming more and other areas 
are producing more, but not in this 
country. 

b 2100 

One of the things that we should be 
doing is, as the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania mentioned, we’ve got to be 
drilling. We’ve got to be exploring. And 
one of the places we’ve been talking 
about a lot is ANWR in Alaska. 

As has already been mentioned, how 
big are we talking here? We’re talking 
one-half of 1 percent of that area. Of 
19.6 million acres, total, we’re only 
talking 2,000 acres. 

Anybody who has ever done any title 
work, you know that a section of land 
is only 640 acres, which is 1 square 
mile. We’re talking a little over 3 
square miles. Three square miles. And 
we’re talking about an area of 19.6 mil-
lion acres, and we’re not allowed to go 
in there and produce? 

And there’s estimated that we have 
10.4 billion barrels of oil that we can 
extract up there. What’s it all about? 

That’s twice the proven oil reserves 
in Texas, almost half of the total U.S. 
proven reserves of 21 billion barrels. 
What are we doing? What’s this Con-
gress doing? Absolutely nothing. 

But we are doing something that this 
past year we almost imported 65 per-
cent of the oil that we need to use in 
this country; 65 percent of the oil being 
imported into this country. 

We talked about it a little bit earlier. 
We’re watching our dollars flow over-
seas. What’s that all mean to America? 

We have a $9 trillion national debt 
right now. What scares the devil and 
daylights out of me is this little fact. 
$2.4 trillion of that national debt is 
owned by foreign countries. The Chi-
nese almost now own almost one-half 
of $1 trillion of American debt. That’s 
what’s happening. 

You know, the American people out 
there, again, they get it. This Congress 
doesn’t. 

Again, as the gentleman mentioned 
earlier, right now it’s estimated there’s 
420 trillion cubic feet of natural gas off-
shore and 86 billion barrels of oil. 85 
percent of that’s off-limits, and we 
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can’t afford that. We can’t afford that 
for the future. 

Onshore, it’s estimated there’s, on 
Federal lands, 31 billion barrels of oil 
and 231 trillion cubic feet of natural 
gas. And again, it’s restricted down to 
access, which does not allow Americans 
to be getting that. 92 percent on Fed-
eral lands for oil and 90 percent for nat-
ural gas. We can’t get to it. What civ-
ilized country in the world allows this 
to happen? Not very many. But right 
here in this country it’s happening. It’s 
happening here, ladies and gentlemen, 
and we’re doing nothing. 

The old saying is, ‘‘Rome burned and 
Nero fiddled.’’ That’s what’s hap-
pening. 

We haven’t built a new refinery in 
this country, talk about problems, in 
two-and-a-half decades. I’m fortunate 
in my district, just by coincidence, 
that I have a company that produces 
solar panels. Over 99 percent of their 
production goes overseas to Europe. We 
have another plant that’s going to be 
constructed. Solar is another area out 
there. It’s good supplemental power. 

We also have the only four wind tur-
bines located in the State of Ohio. I 
can see them out my back door in 
Bowling Green. We only have four. 
There’s a lot of objection now because 
people say they’re unsightly; they 
don’t want them; build them someplace 
else. 

But when you talk about wind-pow-
ered turbines, to kind of get an idea 
how many you have to have to equal 
something, you have to have between 
600 to 800 turbines to equal one coal- 
fired plant, or anywhere from 1,250 to 
1,700 wind turbines to equal one nu-
clear power plant. If we’re having prob-
lems around Bowling Green in Ohio, 
getting turbines built, how are we 
going to build 1,700 turbines if people 
are objecting to a few? 

Because now in Ohio the Division of 
Wildlife is going to have to start mak-
ing assessments what birds might be 
killed, or a bat. And it’s going to be 
blocking them. 

We also have an ethanol plant in my 
district. We’re working on biofuels. It’s 
all out there. But we’ve got to be act-
ing and we’ve got to be acting now. We 
can’t wait. The American people can’t 
wait because we’ve got to be getting 
this done today. 

This country, 10, 20 years ago, had 
the ability to make mistakes and say, 
well, in a few years, okay, we can get 
it corrected. We can’t do that today. 
Why can’t we do that today? Because 
the rest of the world has caught on and 
they’re moving. Every day that we do 
not act they are, and we’re falling far-
ther and farther behind. 

That’s American oil, energy that we 
have to be producing, and we’re not 
doing it. 

I introduced a House resolution not 
too long ago, 1206, and it’s really pretty 
basic what we need to be doing. Just a 
few points. We have to expand the use 
of our renewables and alternative en-
ergy sources. We have to increase the 

U.S. domestic refining capacity. We 
have to promote, incentivize an in-
crease in the conservation and energy 
efficiency, expand and promote addi-
tional research and development 
through new and innovative methods, 
such as public-private partnerships, 
and enhancing the consumer awareness 
and education regarding methods to in-
crease energy efficiency and available 
alternative fuel sources to reduce our 
dependence on middle eastern oil. 

But the time’s getting short. The 
clock’s ticking, and America must act 
now. 

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, and I yield back. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio for his 
very thoughtful comments. 

I now recognize the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP). 

Mr. WAMP. I thank the gentleman, 
and I’ll try not to be long. But I do 
want to start by saying that I seek not 
to blame anyone, because one of the 
things that I’m the most turned off by 
in the modern era of American politics 
is that everybody wants to blame ev-
erybody. And Democrats always say 
Republicans are wrong. Republicans al-
ways say Democrats are wrong. The 
truth is, neither party has a whole lot 
to brag about, and more and more peo-
ple are being frustrated or becoming 
frustrated with the two parties. 

But I will say, on this particular 
issue of energy, it’s important to real-
ize that talk is cheap. Words are not 
worth much. And votes really do mat-
ter. And the positions you take really 
do have consequences, and we have to 
actually discuss that as we look at so-
lutions, because what I want to talk 
about is solutions; not blame, but solu-
tions to these major problems. 

In my 14 years of service here, this 
issue now stings and hurts more than 
any issue that I’ve seen. And I’ve 
served through impeachment, through 
the Iraq war, through the awful re-
sponse to Katrina, and I would say that 
more people are angry and upset and 
concerned about $4.05 gasoline than 
anything. 

And it’s easy to say, I told you so. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania can 
definitely say I told you so because I’ve 
served with him for 12 years, and he’s 
been talking about supply of oil and 
gas and the consequences of us not 
going after it and becoming more inde-
pendent ourselves for the whole 12 
years; a very powerful and effective 
voice. 

I too have a long history of talking 
about the problems that are going to 
be associated with the energy crunch 
and was very concerned following Sep-
tember the 11th that we would end up 
here tonight. I do think that the nexus 
between national security, energy and 
the environment is the most important 
challenge of our generation because 
they’re all connected now inseparably. 

It’s ironic that the left wants to pro-
mote legislation and conversation 
about global warming and climate 

change because actually that will fur-
ther restrict our access to energy, and 
everybody knows that. And it will raise 
prices. It will increase regulation. It 
will actually compound this problem. 
Yet they’re promoting that agenda at 
the same time that they’re retreating 
from energy capacity. And these votes 
really matter. 

Now I come at this with 10 years of 
service on the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, 8 years of 
service as the cochairman of the Re-
newable Energy Caucus here in the 
House, which is a bipartisan thing; the 
Representative that represents the pre-
mier energy research facility in this 
country, the Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory. And I want to start by saying 
that conservation is a very important 
piece of these solutions. 

As a matter of fact, conservation is 
not for wimps, as some people would 
have you believe. Conservation is for 
warriors, in my opinion. Not everyone 
is going to put on the uniform of our 
Armed Forces. We should be grateful to 
everyone who does. But not everyone’s 
going to do that. 

But every person in this country can 
contribute to our national security by 
becoming more energy efficient, by 
conserving, by trying to be more effi-
cient in their daily life, and there are a 
lot of ways to do that. 

And I rolled out at the National 
Press Club, with some outside groups, 
some very effective outside groups, the 
Drive Smarter Challenge. You can go 
to drivesmarterchallenge.org, and you 
can save yourself hundreds of dollars 
by following simple instructions of how 
to conserve gasoline without cutting 
back on your travel. Obviously the 
speed limit and how much you travel 
would be a good step. But there a lot of 
other things you can do with your 
automobile, depending on how much 
gas it uses, to save and conserve, be-
cause even in small ways, if we reduce 
the demand, and the supply stays the 
same, the price will come down. De-
mand and supply are connected to each 
other. 

I’m also very, very much about new 
technologies. As I talk about these so-
lutions, understand that I’m here to-
night, not because these solutions are 
all technology-driven or conservation- 
driven, but I’m here tonight because we 
have to go forward with an all-of-the- 
above strategy. We can’t afford to 
leave anything off the table. We can’t 
afford to pick winners and losers. 

As a matter of fact, I can give you a 
good example of picking winners and 
losers in the energy sector because in 
California, they said, we’re not going 
to use all of the resources for elec-
tricity production. We’re going to man-
date that a certain amount of our elec-
tricity has to be produced by these 
sources. They picked winners and los-
ers. And guess what happened? The 
lights went out. They didn’t have any 
electricity. 

That’s the problem with picking win-
ners and losers. We have to have an all- 
of-the-above strategy. 
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I’m here tonight, as the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania laid out earlier, be-
cause we have to increase capacity. We 
have to go after these resources from 
the Outer Continental Shelf, from 
ANWR. 

I’ve been in Congress 14 years. I’ve 
cast 24 votes to increase capacity for 
oil and gas in this country. Twenty- 
four votes. As has been said ad infi-
nitum now, and I’m not a partisan 
guy—I don’t want to blame anybody— 
but these votes matter. And almost 
every time the Republicans vote for 
new capacity, and almost every time 
the Democrats vote against it. Even 
today, it happened again. And 2 weeks 
ago it happened in the Senate again. 

This is one of those issues that I 
don’t want to be too partisan, but you 
can’t deny there is a huge difference 
between increasing capacity. Frankly, 
even the wild-eyed environmentalist 
has to recognize that this is painful to 
regular people. And you’ve got to get 
off of your crusade to save every tree, 
you know, to save every form of wild-
life at the expense of our human beings 
who can’t pay their bills and they can’t 
buy gas. 

Be reasonable, people. That’s not 
happening today. 

But there’s a tremendous amount of 
new technologies. I would argue that 
we can literally grow our economy, a 
manufacturing-driven, export robust 
U.S. economy, by being aggressive in 
this energy sector, because we have the 
innovation. 

What does everyone around the world 
still emulate about our country? We 
would like to say it’s our privilege to 
vote. That’s important. But they don’t 
all emulate that. We’d like to think 
that they all would freely worship as 
we do, and I cherish that. But they 
don’t all emulate that. We would like 
to think we all have freedom of the 
press. 

The one thing they emulate is our 
private sector, our capitalistic, free en-
terprise, innovative sector. We have 
that. 

How did we balance the budget in the 
late nineties? I was here. Four straight 
years. People think, oh, you cut spend-
ing. No we didn’t. We slowed the 
growth of spending, yes we did. We 
didn’t cut spending. But revenues sur-
passed expenses principally because of 
one sector of our economy that roared, 
information technology. We led the 
world. Microsoft is an example. There 
are many others. We led the world. 
Revenues surpassed expenses. 

That can happen again in this sector 
if we will lead and not be in retreat and 
not regulate, not limit, but expand, go 
after it, create new technologies, in-
crease capacity. Be competitive. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
said, it’s important. 

b 2115 

Now, I have had the editor of Auto-
motive News say that we’re going to be 
driving electric cars. That might be 
true. Ion lithium batteries have some 

potential. GM and Toyota say that 
next summer they’re going to have 
plug-in hybrids. But I will also tell you 
that Volkswagon, which is a premier 
automotive interest in the world, can 
make a three-cylinder diesel engine, 
lightweight, gets 50 to 60 miles a gallon 
so biodiesel, biofuels, as long as they’re 
cellulosic in nature and not corn based, 
are very important developments as 
well. 

I will tell you what I don’t think the 
Congress ought to do is pick winners 
and losers. I think we ought to have an 
all-of-the-above strategy. Let the mar-
ket determine which one gets their 
best and first. Let consumers choose 
and promote them all. Let the market-
place decide. Let me say that if we do 
end up plugging our cars in, though, we 
don’t have the electricity capacity to 
keep them running. We have to have 
nuclear energy. 

The numbers—81 percent of France’s 
electricity is generated by nuclear 
power. They have 53 reactors; we have 
roughly twice that many. They don’t 
bury their waste, which we propose at 
Yucca Mountain. They reprocess their 
spent full turning most of the spent 
waste back into energy. Why don’t we 
do that? Because we’re still stuck in a 
Three Mile Island time warp mindset 
that it’s somehow not safe, and it is. 
And there is no evidence that it is not. 
And we’ve not had any nuclear 
incidences. We have 53 nuclear reac-
tors. It is emissionless. 

You want to reduce the carbon foot-
print? Promote nuclear. If you want to 
reduce the carbon footprint in a mean-
ingful way and you’re against nuclear, 
you’re disingenuous. I don’t care what 
your name is. You’re not living in the 
real world, or you’re playing politics. 
We need nuclear. 

Now, another new technology is the 
stationary solid oxide fuel cell. What is 
that? Well, it’s developed out of Silicon 
Valley. Partnerships around the coun-
try. We have a 100-kilowatt system now 
being demonstrated in the Tennessee 
Valley. It looks like the HVAC system 
in your home, but here is the special 
element of a solid oxide fuel cell: It 
makes electricity, but it’s not on a 
transmission grid. That’s pretty cool in 
the world we live in today because 
without a transmission grid, you can’t 
shut down the electricity through a 
terrorist incident because not everyone 
is connected to the grid. 

And in this stationary solid oxide 
fuel cell, which is also emissionless, re-
ducing the carbon footprint, it does 
have to be fueled in one feedstock. It’s 
an HVAC system with fuel cells that 
creates 100 kilowatts of power which is 
roughly a 30,000 square foot building. 
Office building, commercial center, 
several houses. But you have to have a 
feedstock, but it will run on anything, 
just about. It will run on natural gas, 
it will run on solar in some places, eth-
anol, different feedstocks. 

But that’s an important develop-
ment. It has got tremendous electricity 
potential especially if we start plug-

ging in our cars and we need this new 
electricity capacity. 

I believe we ought to look at a fol-
low-up stimulus bill that directs re-
sources to people that are stuck. And 
I’ll tell you in the south, if you’re on 
the lower income, you probably have a 
very inefficient vehicle and you prob-
ably drive a long way to work and 
you’re stuck; and those are the people 
that our next economic stimulus ought 
to help. We ought to figure out a way 
in a bipartisan way to get them some 
resources to move to more efficient 
transportation, one way or another. 
Because people right now, they can’t 
trade that big car. They can’t get for it 
what it’s worth, and then they don’t 
have the money to go to a more effi-
cient car. We should help them. 

In closing, let me just say words are 
cheap and votes really do make a dif-
ference, and the votes for energy capac-
ity have been really important in the 
past, and they’re even more important 
today; and they’re going to be even 
more important tomorrow. And this is 
where we have to bring this Congress 
together. 

And the Democratic leadership in the 
House and Senate is way out of touch 
with reality unless they get serious im-
mediately about increasing capacity 
because if we made moves that were 
published around the world that we’re 
going back in the energy-production 
business, prices would come down over-
night, not because the energy is there 
overnight, but because they know 
we’re going in the right direction be-
cause right now we’re going in the 
wrong direction. 

We need help. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 

thank the gentleman from Tennessee. 
The president of DOW Chemical said 

in a letter I received, he said, We have 
a debate going on in this country and 
one side wants production, the other 
side wants conservation and renew-
ables. He said you’re going to need 
them all. You’ll need them both. 
There’s no room for choice. 

At this time, I’m glad to be joined by 
my friend from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I ap-
preciate the gentleman for hosting this 
special hour tonight and also very 
much importantly for all of your work 
all over the years on this very impor-
tant issue. 

And this issue really does strike at 
the heart of my constituents back in 
my great State of New Jersey whether 
it’s from my home County of Sussex 
County, where over 60 percent of them 
have to commute out of the county 
every day by car, or Warren County or 
Bergen County where a host of so many 
commuters are being hard hit by this 
hard energy crisis that we’re facing 
right now. 

I join with my friend from Tennessee 
where—I don’t come to the floor to 
blame anyone because the American 
public simply wants the Congress to 
come up with answers to the problems 
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that we are all facing back in our dis-
trict. 

And I think really when you get right 
down to it, it’s not that complicated in 
one sense to take a look at the various 
policies or ideas out there. It’s easy, I 
think, one way to tell whether a good— 
whether a policy is a good energy pol-
icy or not. All you have to do is look at 
three things: supplies, cost, and secu-
rity. 

A good energy policy is a policy that 
will do what? It will give you more en-
ergy. More supply. A bad energy policy 
will give us less supply. A good energy 
policy is one that will lower costs for 
Americans. A bad energy policy is one 
that is going to continue to raise or es-
calate costs, meaning that American 
families are going to have to have less 
money for their food, housing, edu-
cation, and so on. And thirdly and fi-
nally, a good energy policy is one that 
will make us a stronger, more secure 
America. A bad energy policy is going 
to be one that makes us less secure, 
less independent of foreign, unstable 
regimes like Venezuela and overseas 
and Saudi Arabia and places like Rus-
sia and the like. 

So why don’t we take a minute to see 
what has, quite honestly, the other 
side of the aisle proposed for us. I have 
in my hand right here, the Democrat 
plan to lower gas prices. You may re-
call that when Democrats were cam-
paigning for the 110th Congress, they 
said that they had a commonsense so-
lution to lower the price of gasoline 
and energy for the American public. 
And we are now 18 months, I think, 
into the 110th Congress. And, well, 
there is absolutely nothing in the 
Democrat’s plan. 

Their commonsense solution, and 
that’s why we’re so eagerly awaiting it, 
and that’s why we, on this side of the 
aisle, come to the floor every night to 
hammer home the point that some-
thing must be done. But we can look to 
see what has occurred over the last 17 
months, 18 months of the 110th Con-
gress now that the Democrats have 
been in charge of dealing with energy. 
On these three points: on supply, on 
cost, on security. 

On supply. As I stand here tonight, as 
was already indicated from the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, 85 percent 
of the Outer Continental Shelf where 
our energy supply comes from, natural 
gas principally, but oil as well, it’s ba-
sically locked up off limits to us for 
further exploration even determining 
what is actually out there. There was 
legislation to do that just to say what’s 
out there. Let’s find out the informa-
tion. Off limits to us. 

Deep sea exploration. Over 100 or 
200—200 miles off sea totally off limits 
right now. Eighty-six billion barrels of 
oil, 420 trillion cubic feet of natural gas 
could be at our disposal to give us 
greater supply, but it’s not. 

Oil shales In the Midwestern part of 
this country. Oil shales were reported 
in the paper just today as it was going 
through committee and will be coming 

to the floor later on, proposals to keep 
that off-limits as far as greater supply 
for the country. 

Let me give you some quick little 
number here. U.S. has two trillion, 
that’s with a ‘‘T,’’ two trillion barrels 
of oil that effectively are involved 
here. And to put that in perspective, 
from 1859 from the first days that oil 
was pulled out of the ground to today, 
one trillion barrels of oil has been used. 
And we have basically two trillion bar-
rels over there that we could basically 
be getting in economically viable ways. 

Supply has not been addressed, unfor-
tunately, during the 110th Congress by 
the Democrats. 

Costs. Well, when they were cam-
paigning for office, I know in my dis-
trict you could buy gasoline for $1.80. 
Now, of course, it’s up to $4, doubling 
the price, and that’s hurting the Amer-
ican family. 

What else has occurred during these 
last 17 months? Four times legislation 
has come through this House that 
would raise taxes on energy costs. And 
who actually pays those taxes at the 
end of the day? You and I do at the 
pump or any other ways where we buy 
our energy. 

And finally, there are still proposals, 
believe it or not, from the other side of 
the aisle that want to put more taxes 
on us like 50 cents-a-gallon gasoline 
taxes has been proposed by Chairman 
DINGELL. So the next time you go to 
the pump and you’re paying around $4 
bucks per a gallon of oil, just remem-
ber the other side wants to add another 
50 cents; and there is another proposal 
for a nickel as well by Chairman OBER-
STAR. So 55 cents more if they have 
their way in taxes. 

Finally on security. Well, right now 
this country imports around 63 percent 
or is dependent upon foreign oil. Places 
like Saudi Arabia, places like Ven-
ezuela, places like Nigeria where they 
have so many problems, Down south in 
South America as well; and that num-
ber continues to grow for the reasons I 
have just stated. 

Gasoline. We have not built refineries 
in this country so now we are like 
many countries across the globe. We 
have to import gasoline, 10 percent of 
our consumption of gasoline is coming 
into this country, which makes us a 
less secure Nation because we do not 
have our own supply of refineries right 
here at home. 

Let me move off of what we’re doing 
here on the floor to an outside source 
to look at this. And the Investors Busi-
ness Daily has taken a look at this 
issue. And what they said is this. They 
said just going back a couple of years, 
under the eight Clinton years alone, 
U.S. oil production declined 1.3 million 
barrels per day, or 19 percent, while our 
foreign imports increased 3.5 million 
barrels a day, or 45 percent. 

During President Clinton’s time, he 
vetoed legislation that would have in-
creased legislation that would have in-
creased production of our own vitally 
needed oil supply, not only for Ameri-

cans but for our national defense emer-
gencies as well. 

The article goes on to say—it poses 
this question. So were the Democrats 
and Members of Congress together 
merely short-sighted with only a few 
having any real business experience, or 
were they just ignorant about econom-
ics, the fact that the law of supply and 
demand determines the price of oil 
commodities such as oil, steel, copper, 
and lumber? Or were they utterly irre-
sponsible and incompetent in their ac-
tions that led us to become dan-
gerously dependent on increasing oil 
imports from foreign companies? We 
think, it says, we think it was all of 
the above. 

The unintended consequences of the 
Congress Members’ poor judgment and 
meddling micromanagement of U.S. en-
ergy policy is that they actually hurt 
most of the people that they profess to 
help: the average American consumer, 
lower-income workers, and those in the 
inner cities who can’t afford an extra 
$100 a month to drive to and from 
work. 

So that, ladies and gentlemen, is the 
dilemma we face here in the 110th Con-
gress on a proposal, on plans that do 
not address supplies, costs, and energy. 
And that is why I so commend the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for the solu-
tions that he’s offered over the years as 
well and his legislation that goes to 
the issue of supply to increase the 
amount of energy that the American 
consumer can attain, to lower the cost 
of energy for the American family so 
that they have more disposable income 
for other needs, and to increase na-
tional security to strengthen America 
to make us more independent of these 
volatile countries. 

And with that, I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
for his fine comments, and we yield 
back the balance of our time. 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleagues for giv-
ing us the indulgence of once again al-
lowing the Speaker’s 30-Something 
Working Group to come down to the 
House floor. We are hopeful tonight 
that we’re going to have a full House 
here on the House floor, that we will be 
joined tonight by our master of cere-
monies, on most nights Representative 
MEEK and his original partner in crime, 
Mr. RYAN, as well as Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, and Mr. ALTMIRE. 

It’s appropriate that we’re going to 
have hopefully four or five of us here 
by the time the hour is up because we 
have a lot to talk about. Because as 
our Republican colleagues have noted 
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over the last hour, the one thing that 
they are probably right on the mark 
about is that people are hurting out 
there. People have a level of anger and 
anxiety over what is happening in this 
economy that many of us haven’t seen 
in a very, very long time. 

I don’t know technically whether 
we’re in a recession, whether we’re on 
our way into one. All I know is that 
people are having to do more with 
much less; that that salary increase 
that people thought they were getting 
isn’t happening; that those overtime 
hours that my constituents in New 
Britain relied upon aren’t there this 
year. And yet on the other side of their 
family’s ledger, the prices to heat their 
home are going up, obviously the prices 
to fuel their car are going up, the col-
lege expenses, the health care expenses 
are going in only one direction and by 
and large far outpacing the rate of 
wage inflation that they’re seeing as 
well. 

b 2130 
And the New Direction Congress is 

trying to do something about it. 
There’s no secret as to why we’ve got-
ten into this situation that we’re in 
today, why our people are making 
money at the very upper echelon of the 
income scale, why do we have GDP 
continuing to expand, while we have 
wages remaining relatively stagnant. 

It’s because for a very long time on 
the floor of this House of Representa-
tives before the New Direction Con-
gress was installed last January, the 
voices that really mattered down here 
were the folks that were doing pretty 
well off in this economy: the drug in-
dustry, the health insurers, and at the 
top of the list, the oil industry. 

The dichotomy right now that exists 
today between the success of the oil in-
dustry and the distress of the people 
who buy their product is absolutely un-
conscionable. And it is hard for us to 
understand, with our slim majority 
that we hold on the Democratic side, 
why we can’t get more consensus here 
between Republicans and Democrats to 
take on those gross and unjustifiable 
profits that are being made by the oil 
industry. 

Last quarter’s profits from American 
and multinational oil companies set 
records, not for the history of the 
American oil industry, but for the his-
tory of American capitalism, and it’s 
no secret where they’re making those 
profits. They’re making it off of all of 
us. 

Now, we heard a couple of days ago 
that the average price across this coun-
try hit $4 a gallon. Well, that was old 
news to us in Connecticut. We hit $4 
weeks, if not a month, ago. We are well 
on our way in Connecticut to $5 a gal-
lon, and in Connecticut it hurts us a 
little bit more because we have more 
congested highways. We don’t have 
mass transit alternatives like other 
parts of the country. People are driv-
ing. 

In my district, we still have some 
jobs growing in Danbury, Connecticut, 

but nobody can live there because we 
don’t have enough affordable housing. 
So people live in Waterbury, Con-
necticut, and they drive 30 miles to 
work every day. They’d live in Dan-
bury if they could. They can’t afford to 
do it. They’d live in Stamford if they 
could, but they can’t. They live where 
they have to. They work where they 
have to. And it necessitates a commute 
which puts them out now record 
amounts, all the while, while the oil in-
dustry are making profits, they are 
setting records in the history of Amer-
ican capitalism. 

So, to us, it seems pretty obvious 
where we should lay the blame, on an 
oil industry which has continued to 
take profits out of American con-
sumers and at the feet of an adminis-
tration run by two oil men. I mean, it 
doesn’t get much more simple than 
that. 

I mean, I understand people’s frustra-
tions. I understand the frustrations of 
the folks on the Republican side and 
the Democratic side, but it doesn’t 
take too much imagination to figure 
out why we got where we got. We elect-
ed to the White House a President and 
a Vice President who made their for-
tunes in the oil industry, and they have 
created a legacy that they will leave 
behind in the White House of doing 
even more favors for that industry, of 
setting an energy policy that guaran-
tees massive profits for the friends that 
they left behind in that industry. 

And so, to us, the solution seemed 
pretty simple. The Senate tried just a 
few days ago to pass a windfall profits 
tax to suggest that maybe they’re 
making a little bit too much in the oil 
industry; we should turn a little bit of 
that back around to hardworking con-
sumers. Couldn’t get the votes it need-
ed to without Republican support. 

Here in the House, we looked at the 
$18 billion in tax breaks and giveaways 
that have been given to the oil indus-
try. We watched a recent report come 
out from GAO, the nonpartisan Gov-
ernment Accountability Office, about a 
week ago which told us that we have 
given away over $50 billion in annual 
unclaimed royalties that we should be 
collecting against the oil industry for 
their drilling across this country and 
off our shores. And we see an oppor-
tunity, we see an opportunity to take 
those unclaimed royalties that are 
making the oil industry rich, we see an 
opportunity to take those tax breaks, 
$16- and $18-billion, however you want 
to estimate it that the 2005 energy bill 
passed before the New Direction Con-
gress got here and gave to the oil in-
dustry, and we see a chance to take 
that money out of the pockets of the 
oil industry and turn it around to hard-
working consumers, hardworking com-
muters that need a break right now. 

It’s not like the money isn’t out 
there. It’s out there. It’s lying in the 
hands of oil industry and gas industry 
CEOs and their top executives, their 
shareholders who are reaping the ben-
efit of the misery that people in this 

country are witnessing at the pump. 
Four dollars may be the national num-
ber, but in Connecticut that’s history. 
We’re on our way to $5. 

So, to us on the Democratic side, on 
the majority side, we don’t want this 
to be a partisan issue. I appreciate the 
comments of our Republican friends 
who spoke before the 30 Something 
Working Group here tonight, but this, 
to us, isn’t about Republicans or Demo-
crats, because you’re paying $4.50 at 
the pump in Connecticut whether 
you’re a registered R or you’re a reg-
istered D. And those oil company ex-
ecutives are making record profits, 
whether they are a registered Repub-
lican or whether they are a registered 
Democrat. Affiliation ideology does 
not mean anything here. The stats are 
the stats and the numbers are the num-
bers, and it shows us that there are 
people making a lot of money who 
don’t deserve to make it, and there are 
people enduring a lot of misery who 
don’t have to. 

And one of the most respected Mem-
bers of the other side of the aisle sat at 
the well just a few moments ago and 
told us that words are one thing, but 
votes matter. I don’t think that there 
would be a voice of disagreement in 
this House. Absolutely, you can go out 
there and say one thing about how 
you’re trying to take on the oil indus-
try, but what you do here matters. 

And so I would encourage people out 
there, my friends in the Fifth District 
of Connecticut, and all those in other 
parts of the country that are strug-
gling to understand what’s happening 
with energy prices out there to check 
the record, to go back and look at what 
Congress has done and has attempted 
to do to fix this problem and see where 
the votes are and where the votes 
aren’t. 

You see, we’ve tried to pass legisla-
tion to punish price gougers, to give 
the Federal Trade Commission the au-
thority to press Federal charges 
against those individuals, retailers and 
wholesalers, who have tried to take ad-
vantage of this situation to 
unjustifiably run up the price, and 
we’ve been alone over here on the 
Democratic side of the aisle. We’ve 
passed legislation to repeal the anti-
trust exemption that the big, multi-
national oil companies have so that we 
can go after folks that are price 
colluding against American consumers, 
and we haven’t had much cooperation 
on this side of the aisle. 

And we have put actions behind 
words when it comes to conservation. I 
hope that Representative WAMP is 
right. I hope that we are on the verge 
of a new era in transportation tech-
nology. I hope that we are going to see 
electric cars be the predominant force 
in our automotive world. I hope that 
we are near that moment, and I think 
he’s also right, frankly, that if we are 
going to get to that moment we’re 
going to have to be honest about the 
electricity capacity that we do not 
have in this country. 
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I hope that we can set, Republicans 

and Democrats, a strategy to get there, 
to both encourage the development of 
electric car technology, of the re-
charging stations that we will need to 
make that a robust technology and a 
commercialized opportunity, an alter-
native for commuters, and that we will 
also do the right things in terms of 
electricity production and grid capac-
ity to make it a realistic option. 

But until we get there, until we get 
to a moment where we can plug in our 
car and go, we have an opportunity 
today to stand behind an effort to 
make the cars that we buy right now 
more fuel efficient. Thirty years went 
by until this House of Representatives 
stood up under a Democratic leadership 
and passed a new law requiring that 
every car in this country, the average 
fuel efficiency of a fleet, be 35 miles a 
gallon. Thirty years went by, 12 years 
of Republican rule, and not a single bill 
passed in this Congress to promote con-
servation with real policy directives 
behind it. 

Now, we did get a lot of Republican 
sponsors on that legislation, the en-
ergy bill passed at the end of last year, 
but we needed more. We needed more, 
and on that case, votes did matter. On 
that case, votes did matter. We have 
had bipartisan cooperation, but led by 
a new Democratic majority, this House 
stood up and passed legislation requir-
ing cars in this country to hit 35 miles 
a gallon, which will save the average 
consumer $1,000 over the course of the 
year at the pump. That’s real dollars. 
That’s real dollars for the average con-
sumer. In fact, that number was from 
the end of last year. It’s probably much 
more than $1,000 now that the price at 
the pump has gone up. 

And the alternatives that the Repub-
licans offer, as we try to say, listen, 
the solution here is to make the cars 
we drive now more fuel efficient, the 
solution is to go after those that would 
collude to set prices, those who would 
take advantage of this moment to price 
gouge at the pumps, when we sit here 
and say that we can also look at legis-
lation promoted by Representative 
STUPAK and Representative LARSON, 
legislation being worked on now by the 
Energy and Commerce Committee to 
start to regulate the energy com-
modity trading markets that are skim-
ming millions, if not billions, of dollars 
off of the product that people are pay-
ing for at the pump, we can do some-
thing to take money out of the hands 
of speculators who have done far too 
well off of the rising price of oil and 
put that money back in the hands of 
those hardworking, middle class Amer-
icans who are paying the bills for those 
speculators on Wall Street. 

We’re going to move forward legisla-
tion to do that as well. We’re going to 
set a long-term strategy while we’re at 
it because we can do things in the 
short-term with price colluding, with 
price gougers. We can take pride in leg-
islation that Mr. WELCH and Mr. 
COURTNEY and others moved through 

the House to stop the President from 
putting more oil into the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve and, instead, put that 
oil on the market. That’s another 10, 
15, 20 cents on the gallon. We can do all 
those short-term things necessary to 
get the price of oil down. 

We can take a long-term view to try 
to get to a moment in 5 or 10 years 
where we’re no longer relying on a for-
eign-produced and foreign-priced prod-
uct that oil is. We can have that long- 
term view to have a renewable domes-
tically produced energy source here. 

We can do all those things, and we 
can do them together. It’s not mutu-
ally exclusive to try to take some steps 
right now, going against the specu-
lators, going against the price gougers, 
stopping putting oil in the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. That’s not mutu-
ally exclusive from doing the long- 
term things necessary to wean our-
selves off of this product that we do 
not price, that for the most part we do 
not produce. 

The solution, though, is not to just 
say that we’re going to get a little bit 
more from here in the United States. 
We have a chart here that maybe we 
can take a look at with regard to some 
of the claims of our friends on the 
other side of the aisle with regard to 
the great salvation of the American en-
ergy crisis which is going to be the 
drilling for oil in Alaska. 

We are talking about a project that, 
first of all, is going to take 20 years to 
get to peak oil production. It’s going to 
take 10 years, Mr. Speaker, just to get 
to a point where anything is coming 
out of the ground. Even in a moment 
right now, where big oil companies 
have license to drill right here onshore, 
on about 42 million acres, 42 million 
acres that they could take oil from on-
shore. You know how much that 
they’re taking oil off of right now? 
Twelve million. There’s 30 million 
acres with permitted potential here do-
mestically that isn’t being used today. 

b 2145 

So this talk of drilling more, these 
oil companies have the ability to drill 
for more oil right now, 30 million acres 
permitted and not drilled for. 

Let’s talk about offshore as well. And 
I want to talk about what happens in 
ANWR, in the Alaskan Wildlife Refuge, 
but let’s talk about offshore. Thirty- 
eight million acres ready to go, per-
mitted for drilling by the big domestic 
and multinational oil companies. You 
know how much of that 38 million is 
being used today? Eight million acres. 
30.6—let’s be exact here—30.6 million 
acres of offshore territory permitted 
for use not being drilled upon today. 

This effort to take a small parcel of 
land, admittedly no bigger than Dulles 
National Airport, and use this crisis 
moment in American energy history to 
open up a sensitive wildlife refuge for 
drilling is nothing more than a power 
and money grab by an industry that al-
ready today, by facts and figures that 
don’t come from me, but come from the 

industry themselves, suggests that 
there are 60 million acres of onshore 
and offshore territory today that are 
not being drilled upon that could be 
used right now if they wanted to. 
Record numbers of new permits being 
handed out for drilling on available 
lands and available offshore territory 
today. 

It is not that we don’t have the ca-
pacity for new drilling. We have it, it’s 
ready to go; the oil industry has de-
cided not to use it. The oil industry has 
decided, for whatever reason—I can’t 
get into their heads to try to figure out 
exactly what their motivation is, but 
you can certainly impute a motivation 
which would suggest that a holdback 
on supply isn’t such a bad thing, that 
by keeping supply, by holding back on 
drilling, by keeping that 60 million 
acres that they could drill on right now 
tomorrow from going into production, 
they’re going to make some profit off 
of that. 

Our focus has to be on how on Earth 
we have allowed for more tax breaks, 
for more royalty breaks to an oil in-
dustry making record profits in the 
history of capitalism that sits today on 
60 million acres that they’re not drill-
ing on. 

But let’s talk about what would hap-
pen if we did get beyond that, if we did 
sort of forgive the fact that they just 
simply aren’t using the territory that’s 
available to them today and we gave 
them the ability to drill in ANWR. 
You’re not going to be even able to 
really see this chart. In fact, Mr. 
Speaker and my colleagues, it looks 
like a blank chart. It’s titled, ‘‘How 
Much Would We Save by Drilling in 
ANWR?’’ And the statistics used to 
make this chart don’t come from con-
gressional Democrats or congressional 
Republicans, they come from the ad-
ministration, they come from the ad-
ministration’s own energy agency. 

And you can’t see anything on this 
chart. It looks blank to you because it 
is blank. How much would you save by 
drilling in ANWR? By 2030, Mr. Speak-
er—I’m going to have my first child 
this summer, and my child will be on 
his way to college by the time 2030 
rolls around. So by 2030, my child will 
be driving a car. And in 2030, he’s going 
to have saved 1.8 cents per gallon if we 
drilled in ANWR. 

So even if you got over the fact that 
there are millions of acres out there 
permitted today, ready to go for explo-
ration today that the oil industry has 
not used, even if you get over the very 
legitimate environmental concerns 
that confront ANWR, you’re getting 1.8 
cents in savings per gallon in 2030. Why 
2030? Because it takes 20 years to get to 
peak production. It takes 10 years to 
get one drop out of the ground. 

And while we sit here and argue over 
whether we drill in ANWR or not, we’re 
wasting valuable time that could go 
into making changes today, like the 
success we had just weeks ago in stop-
ping the deposit of new petroleum into 
the Strategic Reserve. That’s not 1.8 
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cents per gallon, that is potentially 15 
or 20 cents per gallon. Stopping putting 
oil in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
isn’t 2030, Mr. Speaker, it’s today, it’s 
next week—maybe not next week, 
maybe it’s next month, maybe it’s next 
year. It’s not 2030, it’s immediate. 

And more to the point, by spending 
our time this year and next year talk-
ing about how we take this country 
back from this oil industry, how we 
create sources of energy that are pro-
duced here in the United States that 
we control and we price, we’re doing 
something not just for energy prices, 
but we’re doing something for national 
security. Because every day that we 
continue to go on, every day that we 
fight about what little bit more we can 
get out of the ground, we’re empow-
ering a global energy industry that is a 
threat to this Nation in the end. 

Every day that we continue to fill up 
our gas tanks with a product that 
sends money overseas to countries that 
use that money to fuel the educational 
and recruitment initiatives of those 
who would do harm to us—because 
that’s what’s happening here, we’re 
sending oil overseas, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, to countries that maybe 
aren’t directly using that money to 
send straight to terrorists, but they’re 
using that money to fund the schools 
that train the kids that eventually 
turn into those terrorists. They’re 
using that money to create societies 
that marginalize individuals in Saudi 
Arabia and other places so that they 
have no choice but to flee to those ex-
tremist movements. 

Every day that we sit here and argue 
over whether we drill in ANWR, wheth-
er we drill offshore, whether we give 
more power to the international oil in-
dustry that already is making these 
record profits in the history of cap-
italism, we are endangering the safety 
of this country. 

I want to do the right short-term and 
long-term things because I go home 
every weekend and I feel the hurt, as 
you do, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, as 
you do, Mr. Speaker, of all of our con-
stituents that don’t deserve to pay $4, 
$5 at the pump while the oil industry is 
making record profits. But I also want 
to make the right decisions now on the 
future of our energy policy because it’s 
how my future kids and grand kids live 
in a safe country and in a safe world. 

And so I’m proud to be part of a ‘‘new 
direction’’ Congress that is finally, for 
the first time in a decade, taking on 
this oil industry. I’m proud to be part 
of a Congress that is both doing things 
in the short run—even if we don’t get 
Republican votes to do it—and trying 
to set a long-term strategy. It’s a lot 
to ask. It’s a lot to ask, but this is a 
big moment right now. This is a big 
moment. Four or five dollar prices at 
the pumps cannot sustain. Families 
cannot pay that. And the question is, 
are we going to allow the oil industry 
to co-opt this moment, to take advan-
tage of it, to get a little bit bigger 
piece of the pie in order to make even 

bigger profits? Or are we going to use 
this money, the $4 and $5 prices at the 
pump, to finally stand up to these 
guys, to finally say enough it enough, 
and to set a long-term plan to get this 
country off of this product that we 
can’t control, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ? 

I think I know the answer to that. I 
think I know where this Congress 
wants to go. I think I know that the 
American public are ready to follow. 
But it frustrates me—you just joined 
us here—it frustrates me to listen to 
some of our colleagues standing on the 
floor and basically asking for the same 
old, same old that we’ve seen for the 
late 8 years, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes, 
they seem to believe that the Presi-
dent’s drill more and veto policy is the 
right way to go when it comes to our 
energy policy. And I’ll tell you, as I 
often call myself, Mr. MURPHY and Mr. 
RYAN, a minivan mom because I have 
three young kids, I spend most of my 
time, when I’m home, driving them 
from diving practice to baseball games 
to gymnastics, and it consumes quite a 
bit of gas. So when I’m home and have 
to go and fill up that gas tank, which 
I did just last week before I came back 
to Washington, it cost me $76, Mr. 
RYAN. 

And we’ve done 30-something in the 
last few weeks, and I think the last 
time I was here it cost me $62 to fill up 
my gas tank, the last time we talked 
about this. And we’ve gone from $62, 
I’m at $76. The week before last I was 
at $72. The week before that, I was at 
$68 to fill up the tank. I mean, so now 
we’re talking about real money. Sev-
enty-six dollars is what a very small 
amount of groceries cost. And that’s 
money that is the difference between 
someone being able to buy the gro-
ceries in the supermarket or put gaso-
line in the tank or make sure that they 
can take their kids to the doctor and 
make that copayment for the doctor’s 
appointment. I mean, we have record 
gas prices now that are hurting, cut-
ting people to the quick. And the Re-
publicans, our good friends on the 
other side of the aisle, what is their so-
lution? 

First of all, before we became the 
majority and began to even put this 
issue on the front burner, it wasn’t an 
issue for them. The last action that 
they took, when they were in charge, 
was to give $14 billion in subsidies to 
the oil industry, which is the most 
profitable industry in America. Now, 
what does that mean? We’ve heard a 
lot of us talk about those $14 billion in 
subsidies. What it means is that the 
Federal Government gives the oil in-
dustry permission, they are allowed to 
drill for oil on Federal lands and in ex-
change they are supposed pay royalties 
to the Federal Government to do that. 
We forgive those royalties, that’s what 
the $14 billion is. And what we have 
proposed is, because we want to truly 
wean ourselves off of our addiction to 
oil—and not just foreign oil, we need to 

wean ourselves off of our addiction to 
oil period because oil is a finite re-
source. We need to really invest in re-
newable energy sources, in biofuels. 

And what we would like to do is re-
peal that $14 billion in subsidies, re-
quire the oil industry to pay the royal-
ties—because they’re pulling oil out of 
the ground on land that they don’t 
own, on land that is owned by the Fed-
eral Government, they’re profiting 
from that and paying nothing for the 
privilege—we want to take that $14 bil-
lion in subsidies and invest it in alter-
native energy research. Because, you 
know, growing up, Mr. MURPHY and Mr. 
RYAN, I remember during the Carter 
administration, I remember the energy 
crisis. I remember sitting in the back 
seat of my parents’ car on gas lines. 
And I remember in elementary school 
seeing all the conservation efforts that 
they started doing all the way down to, 
you know, to the public school and ele-
mentary school level. We had signs 
next to the light switches that sud-
denly were put on there that said, you 
know, ‘‘turn the lights off.’’ There was 
a big national energy conservation ef-
fort that just fizzled once Ronald 
Reagan became President. And we 
never invested in alternative research 
like we should have. The conservation 
efforts went by the wayside, and we 
went back to the same old story, oil, 
oil, oil. 

And look, right now, the Republicans 
are talking about needing to drill for 
more oil in ANWR, pulling oil out of 
shale, this 68 million acres available 
now that they are not drilling on, 68 
million; I mean, it’s absolutely ridicu-
lous. They need to be utilizing the turf 
that they’ve got now, and they’re not. 

So we need to make sure that it’s 
clear to the American people—and 
that’s why we come out here every 
night—who’s for solving this energy 
crisis and who’s all talk. And I think 
the Republicans have clearly proven 
that through their actions and their 
lack of stewardship when they were in 
charge. And I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. What’s funny 
here, Mr. Speaker, is that this is an-
other pattern, as these issues continue 
to come up, where the Republicans con-
tinue to offer solutions that have abso-
lutely nothing to do with the problem 
that we’re trying to deal with. You 
know, they lack ideas. They are a 
party that’s void of ideas. 

We cannot drill our way out of this 
problem. That’s the issue here. Drilling 
has increased in the last 7 years by 66 
percent, and there has been no decrease 
in the price of gas, there has been a 
tremendous increase. And on Friday, 
there was an increase in the per barrel 
cost of oil that was larger than a barrel 
cost 10 years ago. So the increase this 
year was more than a whole barrel cost 
10 years ago. We’ve been drilling more 
than we’ve ever been drilling, 66 per-
cent more in the last 10 years, and it’s 
still not reducing the price. 

The key here is we need to move off 
of our dependency on foreign oil. So if 
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you look at what the policies have been 
up to this point—and everyone says, 
you know, they come down to the 
floor, ‘‘if we could only drill in 
ANWR,’’ if you started drilling in 
ANWR today, you wouldn’t get a drop 
of oil for 10 years. And in 20 years, you 
would only reduce the cost of a gallon 
of gas by one penny. That is the energy 
plan of the Republican minority in 
Congress and President George Bush: 
Go drill, and in 20 years we’ll save you 
one penny per gallon of gas. 

b 2200 

What we’re trying to do is to make a 
very mature decision, which is unusual 
for Washington, that if we take the $15 
billion or $18 billion in subsidies that 
we’re giving to the oil companies under 
the Bush administration, we can move 
that into alternative energy research 
and development and have a long-term 
plan to solve this problem. We do not 
want to be here. Hopefully, God will-
ing, our constituents will continue to 
elect us. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Will 
the gentleman yield for just 1 minute 
for a correction? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I would be happy 
to yield. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I just 
want to point out that it’s not actually 
a penny, Mr. RYAN. We have a chart 
here. It’s 1.8 cents. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I’m sorry. 
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. It’s ac-

tually 1.8 cents. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I reserve the right 

to revise and extend my remarks. So 
I’d like to take this opportunity to say 
1.8 cents per gallon of gas 20 years from 
now. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Right. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. What we’re trying 

to say is we don’t want to be in the 
same position 20 years from now or 10 
years from now that we’re in today, so 
that means that we need to make some 
long-term decisions. It’s easy to come 
down to the floor: Drill, drill, drill. 
Drilling will not solve this problem. 

If you look at what President Bush’s 
policies have been, if you look at what 
the Republican Congress’ policies have 
been—drill, increase by 66 percent—gas 
still goes up through the roof. The war 
in Iraq has totally destabilized the re-
gion that has more oil than anywhere 
else, and it has totally helped to drive 
up costs. 

What we’re trying to do is to have 
these mature discussions, not drill and 
veto, drill and veto, drill and veto. 
Let’s stop the manipulation of the 
commodities market. Let’s stop the 
manipulation of the futures and every-
thing else where it’s just continuing to 
drive up the cost of gasoline for aver-
age people. That is basically what is 
going on. 

I think Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 
made a great point. There are 68 mil-
lion acres of land, Federal land, that 
the oil companies could tap into if they 
wanted. They have not. As for the re-
fining capacity in the United States, 

everyone says, ‘‘Build more refineries. 
Build more refineries.’’ The refineries 
we have now are only working at 85 
percent. So there are a lot of smoke 
and mirrors coming from the other 
side. 

What we are trying to say is we need 
long-term, responsible policies that are 
going to stop providing corporate wel-
fare for the oil companies, and we need 
to invest that money into long-term 
biodiesel, nuclear, wind, solar, and all 
of these other issues. 

With that, I’d like to yield to our 
good friend from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

I do hope those who are interested in 
this topic—and everybody in this coun-
try, I think, is interested in the issue 
of gas prices and is certainly interested 
in alternative sources of energy—have 
heard what the gentleman has just 
said. 

There was a poll taken which some-
body talked to me about today. Fifty- 
four percent of the American people 
think that we should drill for more oil 
domestically. Well, I don’t think there 
is anybody in this Congress who dis-
agrees with that statement. What does 
that mean? 

As the gentleman said, there are 68 
million acres. That is not a typo-
graphical error. I’m not misspeaking. 
The gentleman was not misspeaking. 
There are 68 million acres of Federal 
lands that are currently available and 
permitted to drill for oil. Well, why 
aren’t the oil companies drilling for oil 
there? There are a variety of reasons. 

Some of it is the construction. The 
permitting, the geological, the sur-
veying work that needs to be done 
takes a long time. That’s the issue 
with ANWR, the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge. If we said today we were 
going to allow the oil companies to 
drill for oil in ANWR, it would be 10 
years before the first drop of oil came, 
and it would be 20 years before ANWR 
was at peak capacity. I’ll return to 
that momentarily. 

Part of that 68 million acres that 
isn’t being utilized is going to be devel-
oped at some point, but they’re not 
there yet. Part of it is that the oil 
companies buy up these leases and 
stockpile them because that looks good 
on their assets, and they file their fi-
nancial reports, and it helps their bot-
tom line because they hold the futures 
on stockpiled assets that are leased 
acreage for oil drilling. But we have in 
the Outer Continental Shelf already 
identified where 80 percent of the 
known oil is. It is within the area 
where the oil companies are already 
permitted to drill and where 8,000 
leases already exist. So 80 percent of 
the known oil in the Outer Continental 
Shelf is already within an area in 
which we’re able to drill for more oil. 

So those watching tonight might say, 
‘‘Well, how much of that 80 percent are 
we drilling on?’’ Well, we’re drilling on 
about a quarter of it. About 75 percent 
of the leases that are held in that area 

where we know that there is oil is not 
being used for oil drilling right now. 
It’s the same situation. Some of it is 
being surveyed, and the geological 
work is being done, and they’re going 
to do some construction, and they’ll 
get there. Some of it is just being held 
by the oil companies. 

Then you have the coast of Florida, 
where the gentlewoman is from, and 
you have the coast of California, and 
you’re getting into those issues. It’s 
the same thing. We have identified 
places in this country where it’s al-
ready available to drill for oil. 

You might say, ‘‘All right. What are 
we talking about? How much oil are we 
talking about?’’ How about 4.2 million 
barrels of oil per day that we could get 
from those 68 million acres if we were 
drilling right now where the leases are 
already held. 4.2 million barrels. 

By comparison is ANWR, which we’re 
talking about. The first drop of oil ar-
rives in the pipeline in ANWR 10 years 
from the time that we say you’re al-
lowed to drill there. 40,000 barrels of oil 
per day that first year from ANWR. 
40,000 barrels per day. Currently, the 
worldwide oil market is about 80 mil-
lion barrels per day. So we’re talking 
infinitesimal on the worldwide market. 

When ANWR is at peak capacity, ac-
cording to the experts, it’s going to be 
approximately 800,000 barrels a day. 
It’s going to be 800,000 barrels of oil a 
day in a market that’s 80 million bar-
rels a day, a worldwide market. Let’s 
think about that 4.2 million barrels 
that we could get from the 68 million 
acres, and I know we’re talking about a 
lot of numbers right now. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. We’re 
standing here, and we’re incredibly im-
pressed, Mr. ALTMIRE. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. The point is this: We 
already know where there is oil to drill 
in this country. The oil companies al-
ready own the leases where they could 
drill for that oil. They’re making a 
conscious decision, for a variety of rea-
sons, not to drill for oil in places where 
they’re already permitted to do so. 

Lastly, on refineries, people will say, 
‘‘Well, let’s build more refineries.’’ 
Well, we have half the number of refin-
eries today that we had 30 years ago 
because the companies have shut them 
down, and the refineries that we do 
still have are operating, as the gen-
tleman said, at 85 percent capacity. 

So what is the point of spending the 
time and the effort to build more refin-
eries, and what is the point of spending 
the money if the refineries that we 
have aren’t even operating at near full 
capacity? There are other ways we 
could spend our time. There are other 
ways we could spend our resources. 
There are other ways we could spend 
our money. 

So what, I think, every Member of 
our side of the aisle agrees on is we 
have a crisis regarding gas prices in 
this country right now. I don’t think 
anybody would disagree with that. 
We’re paying over $4 a gallon. It’s 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:55 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00098 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K11JN7.183 H11JNPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5315 June 11, 2008 
going to continue to go up in the fore-
seeable future. We have to make a deci-
sion. We’ve arrived at a crisis point. We 
have a decision to make. There are no 
short-term solutions. 

Now, we can put a Band-Aid on it and 
do the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
which we did, which is going to have 
some impact. It’s not a long-term solu-
tion. We’re going to talk about manip-
ulation in the market and about the 
speculation that goes on, and that 
drives the price per barrel up. We can 
do some short-term things there, but in 
the long term, we have to make a deci-
sion. 

There are one of two ways we can go. 
We could either continue our depend-
ence on oil—and yes, we’re talking 
about domestic sources of oil when we 
talk about ANWR and the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf and the coasts of Florida 
and California. That’s domestic oil. 
But there is not nearly enough oil 
there to produce that would bring down 
the percentage that we get from for-
eign nations. So, even if we were done 
and if we were pumping all of the oil 
from those 68 million acres and from 
the new land in ANWR and from the 
other locations, we still would get 
more oil from foreign nations than we 
would produce in this country. There’s 
no way to get around that. 

So the question is: If it’s a 20-year 
process until we get to peak capacity 
at ANWR and in the Outer Continental 
Shelf, isn’t there a better way that we 
could spend the next 20 years if we’re 
going to pour money into it and have a 
national commitment to say we’re 
going to find an alternative source of 
energy? 

What I advocate and what I’m sure 
my colleagues would agree with is we 
need to put our best and brightest on 
the job and give them all of the re-
sources that they need. We need to 
take everybody from our eighth grade 
science students on up to our Nobel 
Prize winners and say, figuratively, 
‘‘You go in the same room. We’re going 
to give you all of the money that you 
need, all of the resources and all of the 
support this Nation can provide. This 
is our number 1 priority. Figure out a 
way to make a car run affordably on 
something other than gasoline.’’ 

We can do that, but we can’t do both 
because every dollar we spend drilling 
for more oil or that we spend building 
more refineries is a dollar we could 
have spent getting us off oil and get-
ting us off our dependence on foreign 
oil. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. If the gentleman 
would yield. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. I would. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. When most of us 

here are back home, I know that people 
say, ‘‘Just stop the politics. Solve the 
problem.’’ That entails our making 
some tough decisions long term, and 
this is kind of the general theme of 
what we’re talking about here. 

It is that we’re trying to provide, yes, 
some short-term relief but also some 
long-term planning and long-term in-

vestments so that we’re not here 10 
years from now. If you’re running a 
corporation or a business, you have a 
long-term business plan. This is our 
long-term business plan for the United 
States of America. 

Do you want billions of dollars going 
to the oil companies that are, sup-
posedly, supposed to help them in-
crease refining capacity and help make 
it easier to drill but where they’re not 
doing it for whatever reason? Public 
tax dollars. So the average taxpayer is 
getting hit at the pump, and their tax 
dollars are going to the oil companies, 
and still the price is not going down. 

What we’re trying to say is this 
money can be better spent. We are 
making a decision here to invest this 
into the long-term alternative energies 
which will prevent us, as a country, 
from being in the same position that 
we’re in today 10 years from now. 

I yield to my friend. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank 

you. 
By the way, to the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania, that was a very impres-
sive top-of-mind overview, and your 
command of the facts is truly incred-
ible. So thank you very much for that 
very articulate overview. 

We also want to stress that, in addi-
tion to laying out the problem and the 
shock that we have in reaction to the 
solution of our good friends on the 
other side of the aisle to drill and veto, 
we have not stood idly by and just said, 
‘‘Well, unless we repeal these $14 bil-
lion in subsidies, then we’re not going 
to be able to do anything.’’ We have a 
series of bills that we have passed, and 
I think it would be helpful for us to go 
through those and to tell people the ef-
forts that we’re making—some short- 
term, some long-term. 

This is a difficult problem to solve in 
the short term. It is very difficult to 
dramatically bring down gas prices 
through legislation in a short-term 
way, but one of the things that we did 
was to pass the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve Fill Suspension and Consumer 
Protection Act. 

What that does is it says to the 
President that he is not to fill the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, and that 
was something that the President had 
previously opposed. He was threatening 
to veto it until he realized that the in-
crease in gas prices was so politically 
painful for both his administration and 
for his Members of Congress that he 
had no other choice but to finally re-
lent and agree to sign it. There were 
still 25 Republicans who voted against 
that bill. 

What the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve Act is designed to do is to bring 
gas prices down in the short term. Dur-
ing the rest of this year, we expect that 
bill to affect gas prices in the short 
term. 

We have the Renewable Energy and 
Job Creation Act. That is a bill that 
will extend and expand tax incentives 
for renewable energy, the type of en-
ergy that we would like to go in the di-

rection of, instead of the finite sources 
that the Republicans always talk 
about. 

What that bill would do is generate 
hundreds of thousands of green jobs, 
spur American innovation and business 
investment, and cut taxes for millions 
of Americans. What the provisions of 
that bill will do is preserve hundreds of 
thousands of good-paying, green-collar 
American jobs. 

A recent study showed that allowing 
the renewable energy incentives to ex-
pire would lead to about 116,000 jobs 
being lost in the wind and solar indus-
tries alone through the end of next 
year. Yet 159 Republicans voted against 
that legislation. That’s how latched to 
the oil industry they are. 

How about the OPEC and Big Oil 
companies accountability bill? We 
passed a bill that would combat record 
gas prices by authorizing lawsuits 
against oil cartel members for oil 
price-fixing as well as created an anti-
trust task force to crack down on oil 
companies that are engaged in anti-
competitive behavior and market ma-
nipulation. 

b 2215 

You still had 84 Republicans vote 
against that bill. 

We also passed legislation, historic 
legislation, Mr. MURPHY, for the first 
time in 35 years we have passed legisla-
tion that will require the automobile 
manufacturing industry to increase 
fuel efficiency standards to 35 miles per 
gallon by 2020. That is the first con-
gressional increase in more than three 
decades. Ninety-six Republicans voted 
against that legislation. It was signed 
into law on December 19, 2007, so we 
will over the long term see fuel effi-
ciency standards improve, which, of 
course the automobile industry could 
have done years and years ago on their 
own. But, unfortunately, we had to ca-
jole them along a little bit. 

There are two more bills I want to 
highlight, simply because of the 
shockingly large number of Repub-
licans that voted against those as well. 

You have the Renewable Energy and 
Conservation Tax Act. That is the bill 
that included the repeal of this $14 bil-
lion in subsidies. It also would invest 
in clean and renewable energy and en-
ergy efficiency and also address a re-
duction in global warming. It included 
provisions that would generate, again, 
hundreds of thousands of green jobs by 
investing in solar energy and biodiesel 
jobs and protect an additional 75,000 
wind industry jobs. And 174 Repub-
licans voted against that bill. 

Lastly, one of the things that we 
wanted to make sure we protected 
against when it came to our energy 
policy was price gouging, so we passed 
the Energy Price Gouging Prevention 
Act, because it is a little bit suspect 
that all of these retail establishments 
and all of the entire oil industry sud-
denly and dramatically all increase 
prices at the same time. What a coinci-
dence. 
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So we thought it was important in 

order to provide immediate relief to 
consumers to give the Federal Trade 
Commission the authority to inves-
tigate and punish people and entities 
that artificially inflate the price of en-
ergy, and we wanted to ensure that the 
Federal Government had the tools it 
needed to adequately respond to energy 
emergencies and prohibit price 
gouging, particularly like, for example, 
when you have natural disasters like 
my State faces which we often struggle 
with. And 140 Republicans voted 
against that bill. 

So it is just really important that we 
highlight these stark differences in our 
policy versus the Republicans, what we 
support and the actions that we have 
taken and what the other side sup-
ports. The other side is married to the 
oil industry, and we would like to 
move, again, in a new direction, so we 
can invest in renewable energy. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, just to put it in 
real stark terms here, 2002 to 2008, the 
oil industry we are talking about here, 
goes from $6.5 billion in profit, that is 
pretty good, you are going to take 
that, that is a good year, to 2008, $36.9 
billion in profit. 

We still haven’t figured out why that 
is. Why is it that the oil industry and 
the drug industry are two of the most 
profitable industries in the world? Be-
cause they cornered the market, right? 
You have got to take that drug. You 
have got nowhere else to go. If that 
drug keeps you alive and nobody else 
makes that drug, you have got to buy 
that drug. If the only thing that gets 
you from point A to point B is the 
product that Exxon and Chevron and 
BP make, then they can charge what-
ever they want. 

So we can talk about the margins 
here. We can talk about producing a 
little more. But, in the end, the reason 
why they get to just basically decide 
whatever they want, they can make 
$6.5 billion one year and $36.9 billion 
the next year, it is up to them, because 
they know whatever they charge, we 
will pay, because we have no alter-
native. That minivan mom, that soccer 
mom, guess what? Nothing else fuels 
that car right now, except for the prod-
ucts that these guys produce. 

If I made a really good apple pie and 
I went out and everybody else that 
tried to grow some apple trees in their 
backyard, I whacked them down, I 
could charge whatever I wanted for 
that because nobody else could make 
that pie. That is what the Republicans 
are basically doing. Everybody else 
that tries to go out and plant some 
apple trees in their backyard to give an 
alternative to the big oil companies, 
they whack those trees down. Guess 
what? That apple pie is now about $5 a 
gallon, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. If you look on 
every issue, right, it is like we get hit 
on 9/11, the Taliban is housing them in 
Afghanistan, somehow we end up in 
Iraq. We have an energy problem. Drill-

ing is up 67 percent. We have all this 
land and everything else, all these 
other areas. We got to keep drilling. 
That is the answer, when we know that 
it is these other things going on in the 
commodities market. 

We look at trying to reduce the cost 
of college education. It is like we will 
put the banks in charge of loaning the 
money to the kids. Or if we want to 
provide prescription drugs, I got an 
idea. We will have the taxpayer pay for 
it, and we won’t do any negotiations 
with the drug companies at all. 

It is like they have a solution that 
doesn’t address the current problem 
that we have at hand, Mr. Speaker. 
And what we are trying to say is we 
have solutions that will last more than 
a decade or two, and if they are wrong, 
we will switch them. But to come down 
and say drill, drill, drill, drill, drill. In 
ANWR, for example, it will reduce the 
cost of a gallon of gas by 1.8 cents per 
gallon of gas 20 years from now if we 
start drilling today. Totally off the 
mark. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. I think it is instruc-
tive, the gentleman talks about mis-
takes having been made on other 
issues. It is instructive when you think 
about the people who are making the 
arguments for how to solve the prob-
lems that we face today, let’s take a 
look at what the track record is and 
how we got to where we are today. Who 
made the decisions that have led us to 
where we are today? 

I know I don’t want to be partisan 
about this, but the facts are the facts. 
There are three reasons that gas prices 
have gone up, two of which we can con-
trol and one we can’t. We can’t control 
the increased demand in China and 
India and other countries in the world. 
It is a huge driving force. It is going to 
continue to get worse over time. It is 
going to continue to drive an increase. 

The other two factors, increased 
speculation in the market and manipu-
lation of the price in the worldwide oil 
market. The gentlewoman from Flor-
ida talks about what this Congress is 
doing on that issue in regulating that 
market and moving towards a more 
fair system that is going to decrease 
the price per barrel upwards of $30. We 
are taking action. That is a second 
cause. 

But perhaps the biggest cause is the 
weak U.S. dollar. So let’s take a look 
at why the dollar is so weak. Oil is 
traded in the worldwide market based 
on the dollar. We are paying more in 
this country. Obviously our currency is 
the U.S. dollar and we are paying more 
because of the weakness of the dollar 
which is at an all-time low, an historic 
low. 

Well, it is because of the economic 
policies of the past 8 years that have 
driven our economy and driven the 
price of the dollar nearly to the 
ground. And I would invite anyone to 
compare where the dollar was based on 
other worldwide currencies 8 years ago 
versus today. 

We have an enormous trade deficit 
which the gentleman and I deal with 

every day in our districts with the jobs 
that have been lost, and the trade def-
icit is at almost historic proportions. 
That has led to a decrease in the dol-
lar. 

But mostly the runaway spending of 
this Congress and the $3.5 trillion in 
debt that this administration and the 
previous three Congresses rolled up on 
the American people have led to the 
economic conditions that drove the 
price of the dollar down, that have re-
sulted in sky-high gas prices. 

So the exact same people who made 
the decisions that led to the crisis that 
we are in today now have their own 
recommended solutions. And I don’t 
dispute their motives. I think they are 
in it for the same reason we are. They 
want to do the right thing. I just think 
they are wrong. I think that their 
course of action that they propose is 
not going to solve the problem, and in 
fact is going to lead to a worsening of 
the problem by furthering our depend-
ence on oil, as we talked about. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
MURPHY, I might need a little help with 
this so I can be bipartisan. Let’s spread 
this out here. It is always better in the 
30-Something Working Group when we 
give visual examples of what we are 
talking about. 

We walked through the agenda of the 
New Democratic Congress on our ini-
tiatives to try to affect the cost of en-
ergy in the short-term and the long- 
term. 

Here is a visible example. Next to 
here are the names of the entire Repub-
lican leadership, and here are the four 
major pieces of legislation that we 
have moved through the Congress. Not 
allowing OPEC to price fix, making 
sure that our constituents are not 
gouged by prices, ensuring that we in-
vest in renewable energy and repealing 
those $14 billion in subsidies, and en-
suring that we have energy security 
going into the future. 

There are no yeses on this entire 
grid, the entire Republican leadership. 
What is objectionable about making 
sure that we don’t have price gouging 
when it comes to gasoline? Should we 
allow OPEC to fix prices? Is that okay? 
I am just not sure which of these bills 
was objectionable. 

It is one thing for them to say that 
we should do some other things as well, 
but if we are going to try work in a bi-
partisan spirit and approach this prob-
lem and find a solution together, vot-
ing no on anything that doesn’t prop 
up the oil industry is just insensitive 
and callous and doesn’t recognize that 
this is a real problem that is affecting 
Americans in a significant way. 

Thank you, Mr. MURPHY. I would be 
happy to yield back to Mr. MURPHY. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. You 
know, before I was joined by my illus-
trious colleagues here this evening, one 
of actually our more helpful colleagues 
on the other side was talking about 
words are one thing and actions are an-
other. Words are one thing and votes 
are something else. 
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, you are 

pointing out when this comes down to 
it, when we had the chance to gather 
together and link arms and be one as 
Republicans and Democrats, our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
didn’t join us. There have been plenty 
of opportunities for that to happen, for 
us, as Mr. RYAN says, to do what our 
constituents want and put politics 
aside. 

As I said at the outset, the pumps 
don’t care if you are a Republican or a 
Democrat. The pumps don’t care if you 
voted for CHRIS MURPHY or not. They 
are going to charge you the same thing 
one way or another. 

I think Mr. ALTMIRE is right. Maybe 
they have the best intentions at heart. 
But it is a pretty simplistic solution to 
a pretty complex problem: Drill more, 
drill more. Again, you are just feeding 
the beast. You are continuing to per-
petuate a monopoly on energy that of-
fers no real competition. 

What you need is not competition be-
tween Exxon and Mobil. You need com-
petition between oil and electric, be-
tween biodiesel and gasoline. That is 
what you need competition among. 
That is how you are going to solve this 
thing in the end. 

But so long as the solution to high 
oil prices is just more oil and nothing 
else, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
RYAN, you are not getting anywhere. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I think it is im-
portant, the American people are onto 
this. They have been dealing with this 
problem now for like 35 years. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Pretty 
much our whole lives. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Before we were 
even born. But they have been dealing 
with this issue of oil and gas and the 
Middle East and dictators and how do 
we do this and prop up this one and try 
to figure it out. 

In this whole scheme, I was watching 
a thing on Darfur last night. The only 
reason we couldn’t get things done in 
Darfur is because China has oil in 
Sudan and we couldn’t go in there be-
cause they were blocking things at the 
UN. Oil has become a major, major geo-
political and domestic problem in the 
United States of America. It has come 
to a head, and it is NANCY PELOSI and 
HARRY REID and the Democrats who 
are trying to move us off the dime and 
say long-term alternative energy is the 
investment. If we drilled in ANWR 
today, in 20 years you would save 1.8 
pennies per gallon of gas. We can’t drill 
our way out of this thing. 

So if we don’t start getting innova-
tive and having a NASA-shoot-the- 
moon project for alternative energy, 
we are going to be in the same spot a 
decade from now, two decades from 
now. Our constituents did not elect us 
to come down here and play politics 
with this. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
RYAN, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
ALTMIRE, I thank the Speaker again for 
allowing the 30-Something Working 
Group to come down to the floor again 

and share with our colleagues the 
‘‘New Direction’’ mentality that we 
continue to preach, talk about, and 
vote for here on the floor of the House 
of Representatives. 

f 

b 2230 

DEVELOP ENERGY IN THE UNITED 
STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 18, 2007, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is recog-
nized for half the time before midnight. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate greatly the privilege to ad-
dress you tonight on floor of the 
United States Congress, and as I listen 
to my colleagues talk about the energy 
situation that we have here in Amer-
ica, it’s quite interesting to me that 
my colleagues would say well, we can’t 
drill in ANWR because in 10 years we 
are going to still have some other en-
ergy issue. 

Are they looking for the silver bullet, 
I wonder? Do they insist that we can’t 
do anything with regard to energy? We 
can sit here and deal with $4 gas? Un-
less we can fix $4 gas and make it $1 
gas, we shouldn’t do anything? I won-
der what is the problem with the real-
istic approach to this that seems to be 
a barrier for my colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle? 

We know this, that there is a little 
over 10 billion barrels of oil in U.S. re-
serves, and we know that the United 
States Department of Energy produced 
a number about three days ago that 
showed there is about 10.4 billion bar-
rels of oil in ANWR. If we open up 
ANWR, we will essentially and vir-
tually double the oil reserve supplies 
for the United States of America if we 
tap into ANWR. 

Now, what kind of thinking person 
would say I would rather pay $4 for gas, 
or $5 for gas, or $6 or more dollars for 
gas before I would tap into 10.4 billion 
barrels of oil in a neighborhood up 
there that I would remind you, and I 
would remind the body, that in 1970, we 
were scheduled to go up to Alaska and 
drill for oil in the North Slope. I re-
member that very clearly, 1970. 

The idea was, we will build a pipeline 
from the North Slope, Mile Post Zero 
up there at Dead Horse access on the 
Arctic Ocean, and that pipeline will 
run from there all the way down there 
through the Port of Valdez in Alaska 
where they will then tanker that oil 
down to refineries along the coast of 
California and other points. That was 
1970. 

The same philosophical environ-
mentalists that are blocking drilling in 
ANWR today, the ones that took the 
floor just a few moments ago that 
said—where we shared—we dare not 
drill in ANWR because it’s not going to 
solve all our problems are the ones 
that brought the lawsuit that brought 
the drilling that blocked the North 
Slope of Alaska in 1970. 

In those days, there was a long and 
intense court battle that finally got 
the environmental extremists out of 
the way. In 1972, they said, all right, 
there isn’t any logical or rational or 
legal reason why you can’t drill the 
North Slope of Alaska. 

So we went up and we started to 
punch holes in the North Slope of Alas-
ka in 1972. In 1972 we started building a 
pipeline from the Arctic Ocean all the 
way down to the Port of Valdez. I don’t 
actually know how far that is, but I 
know that there was a right-of-way for 
alongside the pipeline that went from 
Fairbanks 600 miles north. It’s more 
miles than that from Dead Horse ac-
cess on the Arctic Ocean on down to 
the Port of Valdez. 

Even though the environmentalists 
in court blocked drilling in ANWR for 
that period of time for 2 years, even 
though we look back on that—well 
first, at the time, I thought how can 
the environmentalists be so effective 
as to shut down access to the American 
energy supply for two full years with-
out a logical, rational or legal argu-
ment? 

Well they did so, and now I look back 
on that, and I think how in the world 
did we resolve issue in two short years 
by going to court between 1970 and will 
1972 to clear the environmental ex-
tremists out of the way and go in and 
drill in ANWR where all these extrem-
ists ideas were that if we punch our 
drill in the North Slope, if we punch 
holes in the North Slope, there will be 
oil flooding all over the permafrost, 
the tundra will be destroyed. They will 
be driving bulldozers through the tun-
dra, and you can never put that envi-
ronment back again. 

It’s a careful balance that Mother 
Nature has, and the caribou will all 
drown in crude oil. There won’t be any 
wolves left, and it will just be a ter-
rible economic or terrible environ-
mental catastrophe. That was what 
they predicted in 1970. 

In 1972 we started building the pipe-
line and building the right-of-way and 
drilling the wells on the North Slope of 
Alaska, identical in the environmental 
component that’s there, to ANWR 
today. In 3 years we built the pipeline, 
we built the right-of-way road along 
the pipeline. We punched the wells in. 
We got the wells up and got them run-
ning. We hooked them in and began to 
transfer that crude oil down through 
that long pipeline down to Valdez and 
into other parts of the United States 
where it was refined. That got accom-
plished in 3 years. 

And now, Mr. Speaker, the very peo-
ple that sit over on this side of the 
aisle tonight that have blocked the 
drilling on the North Slope back 30- 
some years ago, and are blocking the 
drilling in ANWR today say, well, gee 
in 10 years, we still will have a problem 
with enough oil for the United States 
of America, and you will not solve this 
problem, the whole problem. You will 
not solve it in perpetuity so, therefore, 
you ought not do anything in Alaska to 
fix it. 
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What kind of a Nation would be fool-

ish enough to set aside half of its crude 
oil reserves when gas is 4 bucks be-
cause of some myopic idea that you 
should not punch a hole down through 
the permafrost when you have proven 
38 years ago—I should actually say 36 
years ago—that we could drill wells 
through the permafrost, we could drill 
them on the North Slope of Alaska. 

We could transfer that oil out of 
there into the terminal, start it in at 
Mile Post Zero in the Alaska pipeline, 
that 51-inch diameter line that runs 
from there on down to Valdez and 
pump all that crude oil, and we have 
done since 1972, 36 years. 

If there was an environmental prob-
lem, I guarantee you that people on 
this side of the aisle lament anything 
that will lower the price of energy, 
would have told us that somebody 
spilled a gallon of crude oil someplace 
up there near the Arctic Circle. But 
have we heard them say anything 
about a single gallon? No, we have not. 

I know it does happen. Occasionally, 
there will be a leak in the pipeline, a 
little rust hole, leak or something. 
They will go in and swab up the oil off 
the ice, weld the hole shut, patch the 
pipeline in and everything goes on. 

But if there was a serious environ-
mental problem, these would be the 
first people that would let us know. I 
am telling you, they don’t have an ar-
gument. If you have one, stand up. I 
will recognize you. But, of course you 
won’t, because you don’t have an argu-
ment. 

But you say to the American people, 
it’s people like LOUIE GOHMERT that 
wants to see $4 gas—no—LOUIE wants 
to punch a hole down there and suck 
this oil up out of the ground and lower 
the price of energy. 

I would be real proud to recognize 
Mr. LOUIE GOHMERT for as much time 
as he would consume. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank my friend 
from Iowa for yielding. 

Of course, Iowa is going through 
some tough times right now and our 
hearts and prayers go out to the folks 
there. 

Energy is a huge problem around the 
country. My friend from Iowa was talk-
ing about the production of oil in Alas-
ka, and it’s amazing, but so many peo-
ple were saying back in the days when 
there was talk of building a pipeline up 
to Prudhoe Bay, that if that pipeline is 
built, it will destroy completely the 
last 2,700 head of caribou that exist in 
the area, that they just would not be 
able to exist in that area any longer. 

Well, the pipeline got built, and, as it 
turns out, those 2,700 head of caribou 
found that when the oil, warm, comes 
out of the ground and goes through the 
pipeline, the pipeline is warm. 

We have subsequently found that 
now, when the caribou want to go on a 
date with each other, they will invite 
each other to come to the pipeline. Ap-
parently the pipeline actually makes 
them a little bit amorous. Now, all 
these years later, we are up to 30,000 
head of caribou. 

Now, I grew up in Texas, and we used 
to hear, a few decades ago, that, my 
goodness, if they start building these 
deep-water rigs off the coast of Texas, 
it will destroy fishing in the Gulf of 
Mexico from now on. That’s what we 
heard. 

Now, if you want to go fishing, deep- 
water fishing in the gulf, your best bet 
is to go out to one of those drilling 
rigs, the platforms, because they have 
acted as an artificial reef. We have got 
all this additional fish and aqua par-
ticular life around those platforms. It’s 
just further evidence that man and ani-
mal, fish, the environment, can work 
together to each other’s good. 

Now, I know the rules are you are not 
allowed to recognize people in the gal-
lery, and I won’t do that, but I can tell 
you that the students in Henderson 
Middle School know that people and oil 
and gas drilling rigs can actually sur-
vive together. 

People in Nacogdoches, people like 
the Reynolds family, they know. You 
can survive in areas where there are 
drilling rigs. Not only that, you can 
proliferate and do well. So in my dis-
trict there in east Texas, as someone 
said here yesterday from east Texas, 
we kept the military afloat in gasoline 
in World War II from east Texas, the 
east Texas oil and gas field. 

Many don’t realize the Germans po-
tentially could have driven us to the 
sea if they had not run out of gasoline 
during the Battle of the Bulge, but 
they did run out. That is something 
that we have got to constantly keep a 
weather eye on, and I am proud to rep-
resent a district that understands the 
seriousness of having the energy we 
need and that $4 a gallon gasoline 
headed to $5 a gallon gasoline is a trav-
esty for people. 

I have got hardworking union people 
in east Texas. I have got hardworking 
folks in all kinds of jobs who are strug-
gling to get by. This Congress, for the 
last 18 months, has done nothing to 
help produce more of our own energy. 

I am so grateful to have a friend like 
my friend, Mr. KING, from Iowa, who 
understands that. I am proud to rep-
resent people like the students from 
Henderson Middle School who under-
stand these concepts and understand 
we can work together for the greater 
good of mankind of the United States 
of America, of aquatic life, plant life, 
and all be better for it. 

I appreciate my friend from Iowa 
yielding, and I appreciate the effort 
you are making to educate America on 
exactly what we can do to help our-
selves if the majority party in this 
Congress will allow us to help our-
selves. 

With that, I yield back to my friend, 
Mr. KING. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas, and I appreciate 
his perspective. 

I will point out that there are three 
branches of government, there is the 
executive, the legislative and the judi-
cial branch of government. 

I really only know of one person in 
the history of this country that has 
felt a compulsion to legislate, found 
himself on the bench as a judge, and 
decided that the constitutionally ap-
propriate thing to do was to walk away 
from that judgeship and run for the 
United States Congress and come here 
to legislate. That’s Congressman LOUIE 
GOHMERT from east Texas. 

I am proud to call him a friend and 
serve on the Judiciary Committee with 
him. I appreciate something that he 
brings to the table, a unique person-
ality that’s never been matched in the 
United States Congress and also the 
judgment of a judge that makes him a 
good listener and an analyst of the law 
and one who thinks deeply into the 
long-term ramifications of the deci-
sions that we make. I look often to the 
prudence of the gentleman from Texas, 
and I appreciate him coming to the 
floor and offering his remarks for the 
energy situation here in the United 
States. 

I said some year or 2 or 3 years ago 
that what is the solution for $2 gas? 
That’s $3 gas. What’s the solution for $3 
gas? That’s $4 gas. 

Well, we are truly here at $4 gas, and 
that sounded like an outrageous kind 
of a number to put out back at that 
time. The reason I said that was as gas 
gets higher, we are willing to do more 
things to provide energy for the people 
in this country. 

But when I sit here, and I think of 
the votes we have put up here on this 
floor, and I think of the decisions that 
have been made—and about 3 years 
ago, there was a bill on floor of the 
House of Representatives that said 
let’s drill ANWR. I can remember there 
was a letter that was produced by Re-
publicans that had 10 or 12 signatures 
on it that said we will join with all the 
Democrats, and we are going to block 
all drilling in ANWR. 

We are not going to let that happen 
because of some idea about when the 
North Slope was opened up for drilling, 
there was some kind of an implicit 
promise that we wouldn’t tap into the 
rest of the oil up there in that part of 
the world. That doesn’t make any 
sense to me, I cannot rationalize that. 

But I remember that letter that had 
10 or 12 signatures on it, and the 10 or 
12 Republicans that said ‘‘no’’ was 
enough to join with all the Democrats 
that said ‘‘no.’’ Had we done that, we 
would have more than a million barrels 
of oil a day coming down here into the 
United States to be poured into this 
marketplace, which would make a sig-
nificant difference in the cost of energy 
in the United States of America. 

b 2245 
But the 10 or 12 Republicans that 

were on the wrong side joined with all 
of the Democrats on the wrong side, 
and we didn’t drill ANWR. And the ra-
tionale was pretty weak. I have had 
people say you want to tap into 2,000 
acres in ANWR, what does that mean. 

Well, there are 19.6 million acres in 
ANWR. And 2,000 acres out of that 
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would be the equivalent of a little post-
age stamp stuck in the corner of a foot-
ball field. That is 2,000 acres in 19.6 mil-
lion acres of ANWR. 

And so if that is the part that is 
going to be a footprint to develop half 
of the oil reserves in the United States 
of America, and they are asking me 
this question, how much is an acre, Mr. 
KING? So I say well, it is 208 feet by 208 
feet, that is 43,580 square feet. That is, 
let me see, oh, about a football field. 
So it is about 2,000 football fields on 
19.6 million acres. That is the equiva-
lent of a postage stamp in the corner of 
a football field. That is all it is. 

On top of that, we get access to these 
oil fields by ice roads on top of the fro-
zen tundra, and then sinking wells on a 
work-over pad by which we do direc-
tional drilling. We pull a lot of that oil 
out into one single collection, and col-
lect it in the collection tubes that go 
into the terminal at milepost zero, 
Dead Horse Access. That is what it is 
all about. 

Can you imagine, Mr. Speaker, if you 
flew over that at 5,000 feet, a football 
field, you are looking for a postage 
stamp that is the same color as the 
grass, could you see that from 5,000 
feet? Could you see that postage stamp 
from a thousand feet or 500 feet? Could 
you see it if you walked around on the 
football field looking for that postage 
stamp? I will submit not. 

I will submit further that I can take 
the most extreme environmentalist on 
this side of the aisle, and I could put 
him in a Black Hawk helicopter and fly 
him around the North Slope today 
where we have developed oil fields, and 
I could ask them, tell me when we are 
over the oil field. Tell me what you see 
that violates your sense of intrusion 
upon this pristine environment that 
nobody goes to see. I challenge that 
not one of you environmentalists could 
point down out of the window of that 
Black Hawk and say, There is an oil 
well, there is a oil rig, there is a oil 
field. Oh, it violates my sense of what 
Mother Nature is all about. Not one, 
Mr. Speaker, because when you look 
over the oil fields of the North Slope, 
there is not a single derrick down 
there. Not one structure sticking up in 
the air 230 or 240 feet that is set to drill 
for oil. 

There is not, as I could find, not a 
single pump jack pumping that oil out 
of the ground looking like an oil field, 
which doesn’t offend my sensibilities, 
by the way, but maybe offends some of 
you over there. And let me know why 
that is the case, and I will yield to you. 
But no, you don’t see any of that. And 
the reason why is because the wells are 
underground. The wells are drilled. 
They don’t have pump jacks sitting 
above the ground, they have submers-
ible pumps way down in the casing at 
the level of the oil. 

The collector tubes don’t even show 
where they are, and I don’t know if 
they lay on the ground or if they are 
slightly subterranean, but they collect 
the oil that goes into the tanks at the 

terminal at Dead Horse Access, mile-
post zero, on the Alaska pipeline. And 
there it gathers it together and it 
sends it down that 51-inch pipeline 
down to the Port Valdez. 

Now I cannot understand why a peo-
ple that is dependent upon energy, a 
people whose economy is run by en-
ergy, a people who sit on billions of 
barrels of oil, would somehow draw 
some kind of a moral position that 
even though no one goes up to the 
North Slope, and if they went up there 
they wouldn’t know what they are 
looking at, and if they saw it they 
wouldn’t be offended by it, and it would 
be environmentally friendly, all of 
those things, but somehow we have 
some kind of a Mother Nature religious 
aversion into tapping into American 
energy. Why is that, Mr. Speaker? 

When the 110th Congress convened, I 
did not know, I really thought there 
was a sense of conscious and goodwill 
and a way that we could move forward 
with the American economy and the 
American people. I could not at that 
time have believed that the core of the 
Democrat Caucus in this Congress sin-
cerely believed that energy costs 
should go up no matter what it takes, 
shut down the drilling in ANWR, shut 
down the drilling in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, don’t let any drilling hap-
pen in the non-national park public 
lands in America, don’t do any of that 
because by blocking all of that, we are 
blocking the delivery of energy to the 
economy of this dynamic, robust free 
country that we have. Why? What ra-
tionale, can there be. 

Well, first of all they hate cap-
italism. They don’t want to see pros-
perity, and they want to see energy 
cost more. I am convinced that this 
regal Pelosi Congress wants to see en-
ergy cost more. 

What is it that the regal Pelosi Con-
gress likes better than $2 gas, $3 gas. 
What do they like better than $3 gas, $4 
gas. You’ve got it. You should be 
happier now, and I know you will 
happier yet when it is $5 gas. This is 
the drill-nothing Congress. This is the 
develop no energy Congress. This is a 
drive the energy prices up Congress. 
This is the Congress that is punishing 
the American economy. They know 
that an economy requires energy, and 
the more expensive it is the less eco-
nomic activity that we will have and 
the more it will slow down. When it 
slows down, we will burn less energy. 
When we burn less energy, there will be 
less greenhouse gases that go into the 
atmosphere. 

And then, and this requires an article 
of faith, the leap is if we assume less 
energy, there will be less greenhouse 
gases and then there will be less global 
warming. 

Now there are two reasons why that 
is a bad idea. First of all, 95 percent of 
the greenhouse gases are created by na-
ture. The other part is the 5 percent of 
the greenhouse gases that are created 
by man cannot be 100 percent con-
trolled by man. Reasons for that are 

the Chinese and the Indian economies 
are growing. They are going to burn 
more coal and release more carbon di-
oxide into the atmosphere and they are 
going to create more greenhouse gases, 
and they don’t care. They don’t care 
because their people are hungry and 
they need economic development. They 
are not dying because the planet is 1 
degree too hot, they are dying because 
the planet is short of calories and pro-
tein for them that keeps them alive, 
and it is short of health care. So they 
know what their priorities are. 

Here we are running this myopic 
agenda that we are going to make en-
ergy more expensive and we are going 
to see $5 gasoline and $6 gas, and people 
will park their cars and grandmothers 
in Iowa are going to ride their bicycles 
10 miles to town through a blizzard. I 
mean, they are not going to do that. 
We know they are not. But the people 
in San Francisco and New York and 
Boston don’t know that. But I’m here 
to tell you all, that’s the case. They 
are not going to park their cars and 
ride their bicycles to town in January 
in Iowa. It is not going to save the 
planet. It will keep grandmother home. 
She will not be living this life to the 
fullest that she could. Millions of 
Americans will not be living this life to 
the fullest that they could. 

And when you bring your myopic, 
Goddess of Gaia faith-based approach, 
and I mean this from a nature environ-
mentalist extremist perspective to this 
economy, you drive up the cost of en-
ergy and you slow down the activity of 
our economy and impoverish the people 
of America and you think you are 
going to save the planet and it is all 
worth it. 

Here is what it is. It is not worth it 
in the first place. And the second place 
is you are not going to save the planet. 
And you are not going to do that be-
cause the science doesn’t support you 
in that. And if it did support you in the 
idea that if we shut down America’s 
emissions of greenhouse gases, we don’t 
affect the Indian and the Chinese and 
the other growing economies’ emis-
sions of greenhouse gases, and so we 
are here in the United States shouting 
out into a thunderstorm trying to 
solve a problem. 

It won’t work, it can’t work, it is not 
rational. There is no scientific base 
that upholds it. And on top of that, 
there is not the sociology that says 
human nature will support the kind of 
approach that you bring to this. Drive 
up the cost of energy and slow the 
emissions of greenhouse gases, and if 
you do that, the planet will what, is it 
going to cool? No, it isn’t going to cool. 
It might not increase in its tempera-
ture quite so much, but we can’t prove 
it and we don’t have a model that says 
so. In fact, our models say we can only 
affect 5 percent of the greenhouse gases 
if all humanity joins together, and we 
are a small percentage of the emissions 
of the entire planet. And even if we 
controlled them all, the Indians and 
Chinese are going to increase their 
emissions of CO2 and greenhouse gases. 
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So why go through this exercise to 

unilaterally disarm the economy of the 
United States so we can’t compete 
around the globe economically with 
free trade, militarily, culturally, and 
politically. What is it about America 
that you don’t like over on this side of 
the aisle? Why is it the blame-Amer-
ica-first crowd is carrying the agenda 
in this United States Congress? 

Why is it that the constituents of 
Iowa and Nebraska and Kansas and all 
of the way out to the left coast and all 
of the way to the right coast, why are 
they paying $4 for gas with this driven- 
up price of energy, and why have you 
blocked the drilling in our non-na-
tional park public lands, and why have 
you blocked the drilling on the Outer 
Continental Shelf where we know there 
are 406 trillion cubic feet of natural gas 
out there, coupled with the oil that 
naturally goes with it that we can’t tap 
into to drive down the cost of fertilizer, 
to drive down the cost of energy, to 
lower the cost of BTUs, to add to the 
overall supply of energy in the United 
States of America? Why can’t we do 
that? 

It is because you have a religious be-
lief and it is kind of like the laws of 
your nature and the laws of your God 
say that we should cut down on green-
house gases because of this belief that, 
and say religious belief, and I have 
strong religious beliefs. But sometimes 
that religious belief is defined as some-
thing that you say you believe in that 
you have no scientific basis for. 

If you believe in this global warming 
God, and you cannot stand up and de-
fend a scientific basis for a belief in a 
global warming God, then it is a reli-
gious belief. It is a religious belief that 
is unfounded. It is one that is un-
founded on science and one that can’t 
be proven. 

We have watched this planet. Yes, it 
is a little warmer than it was 20 years 
ago. But if you look at the data, it 
might be cooler than it was 2 years 
ago. We had a long winter, we had a 
late spring. Most of my constituents 
thought global warming would be a 
good thing. 

And by the way, the beginnings of 
this global warming debate began here 
in Washington in August years ago 
when not many of the office buildings 
and the ones they had the hearings in 
were not air conditioned and we had a 
Ph.D. come out here from Iowa who 
testified that global warming was an 
impending disaster, and the Members 
of Congress were sitting in a hearing 
room with temperatures approaching 
100 degrees and humidity approaching 
100 degrees, and as the sweat dripped 
off them, it was not hard to convince 
them global warming was a problem. 
We have one of those scientists who ad-
vocated it was an impending ice age in 
1970. 

He cited his scientific ability to pre-
dict to us that we should figure out a 
way to gird our loins and get ready for 
the next ice age. That was 1970. So 
some of us girded our loins, and some 

of us just went to work, and we went 
on and realized that God runs this 
planet, not man. In his time he will let 
us know and we will do what we need 
to adapt. And in 1970 the impending ice 
age didn’t come. The idea that it was 
going to be here went. 

And so here we are in 2008. And guess 
what, Mr. Speaker, that scientist that 
was a part of the Time magazine pre-
diction that we had an impending ice 
age is today a scientist that says you 
can’t avoid it, we have an impending 
global warming period of time, and it is 
going to happen and here is what you 
need to do, shut down your economy 
and greenhouse gas emissions, don’t 
produce energy, and somehow or an-
other we will help avoid, dodge this 
bullet which is the idea that the Earth 
could be a couple of degrees warmer. 
Some of the ice could melt and the sea 
level could go up a couple of a tenths of 
a foot or so. 

Mr. Speaker, when I asked the USGS 
people what is sea level, well, they 
have an elevation that they pegged by 
satellite, but they couldn’t really peg 
sea level because it goes up and down. 
It is awful hard to catch. The tides go 
in and out. Wind stacks water. And if 
you go to New Orleans, and I asked 
them what is going up and what is 
going down here, and what is settling 
and what is swelling up, they don’t 
know. They don’t know what the ele-
vations are in New Orleans, Mr. Speak-
er, and yet we have scientists telling us 
that sea level is going to rise by a cer-
tain amount and that is going to start 
to swamp the coast land areas, but we 
don’t know what sea level is. 

So we do have an energy situation in 
America, and the energy situation is 
this: $4 gas; $4 gas. And the people in 
my district are buying gas. And they 
are paying the price, and they are pay-
ing 18.4 cents a gallon Federal, and 
they are paying more than that for 
State gas tax. They look and they ex-
pect that all of that money is going to 
go to road construction and road main-
tenance to make sure that they have a 
good transportation route. That’s why 
they pay that gas tax. 

So you are at 42-point-something 
cents a gallon in my State, but I can 
tell you for sure 18.4 cents of that is 
Federal gas tax dollars, my constitu-
ents believe, Mr. Speaker, that we are 
converting all of those dollars in that 
gas tax into road construction and road 
maintenance, making sure that they 
have a good transportation route. 

b 2300 

Users fees, drive on the road, pay the 
tax. All right. We’re good with that. 
We’re user people, and we like user 
fees, and we know it takes money to 
run the government. There’s nothing 
more appropriate than a user fee, a per 
gallon gas tax. 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that 
most of the money that my constitu-
ents, and, in fact, all constituents in 
America, the Americans that buy the 
gas and pay the gas tax, most of the 

money that they spend does not go to-
wards road construction or road main-
tenance. No, Mr. Speaker, it gets di-
verted off on these other things, like, 
for example, 3 percent of that 18.4 cents 
goes to trails, to build bike trails. So 
apparently we don’t have bicycles 
riding down the highway. 

Now I kind of like it that the bikes 
are out there riding doing their thing. 
But I’m not so sure that’s that a good 
idea to tax the people that drive cars 
so the folks that ride bikes have a 
place to ride them. 

Second thing is, it takes 28 percent of 
that 18.4 cents of gas tax, 28 percent to 
meet the environmental and the ar-
chaeological requirements in order to 
build new roads and maintain the ones 
we have: 28 percent. 

And, Mr. Speaker, it takes another 17 
percent to subsidize the mass transit in 
the United States. And so, right there, 
Mr. Speaker, is the answer to the ques-
tion that I’ve asked many times, and 
that is, how is it that the constituents 
of Speaker PELOSI, of the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, CHAR-
LIE RANGEL, of the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, Mr. BARNEY FRANK, 
how is it that their constituents let 
them off the hook? Aren’t they angry 
that they’re driving up the cost of gas? 
Don’t they get mad when they have to 
pay $4 for gas? 

How is it that somebody in San Fran-
cisco or New York or Boston or Wash-
ington, DC, for that matter, can have 
the patience to spend $4 for gas and not 
hold their Congressman or their Con-
gresswoman accountable if they’re the 
ones that are pushing up the price? 

Well, now, here’s a piece of the an-
swer, Mr. Speaker, and that’s this. Of 
the 18.4 cents of Federal gas tax dol-
lars, 17 percent of that goes into mass 
transit funding. Seventeen percent. 
That means that if you pull into the 
gas station in Iowa, and you squeeze 
the nozzle and you pump a gallon of 
gas into your car, and that’s all you 
can afford, you only have 4 bucks. 
You’re going to pay 18.4 cents in tax for 
Federal, 20 some percent State. Of the 
18.4 cents in gas tax that you pay, 17 
percent of that money goes to fund the 
mass transit. 

So, if you’re riding the cable car in 
San Francisco, you get a cheap ticket 
because it’s funded by the folks in my 
district and across America that are 
buying gas. 

And if you jump on the El in Chicago 
you get a cheap ticket because it’s 
funded by the folks in my district and 
across America that are buying gas. 

If you jump on the subway in CHAR-
LIE RANGEL’s district in New York and 
you ride it, you get a cheap ticket be-
cause that’s subsidized by the people 
all across America that are buying gas. 

And if you go into BARNEY FRANK’s 
district and you jump on, I don’t know 
what they call it, the subway, the Big 
Dig, the major multibillion-dollar 
boondoggle and you buy a ticket to 
ride along on that thing, you get a 
cheap ticket because it’s subsidized by 
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the folks all across America that are 
paying 4 bucks for gas. 

And, Mr. Speaker, if you go out here 
outside this Capitol building and you 
walk a little block over and a block 
down and you get into the Metro on 
South Capitol, and you ride over to 
Falls Church, Virginia, that’s going to 
cost you about a buck and a quarter, 
and that buck and a quarter is a cheap 
ticket that’s subsidized by all the folks 
across America that are paying 4 bucks 
for gas. 

The constituents of those Members of 
Congress that are driving up the cost of 
energy, the regal Speaker PELOSI, the 
Chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, Mr. RANGEL, the Chairman of 
the Finance Committee, Mr. FRANK, all 
of them, their constituents are riding 
to work, going into town, riding 
around on mass transit that is 17 per-
cent of the Federal gas tax dollar, 
that’s subsidized by the people that are 
buying gas. 

Why aren’t they angry? They don’t 
care, Mr. Speaker. They don’t care be-
cause they got a buck and a quarter 
from South Capitol to Falls Church. 
They’ve got a cheap ticket, a cheap 
ticket that’s subsidized by the people 
that are paying for expensive gas. And 
that’s why they’re not feeling the pres-
sure. 

But I can tell you, even though my 
constituents are utterly polite and re-
spectful about all this, I can feel the 
pressure because I’m one of them. It 
cost me $41.42 to fill up my tank the 
other day at $3.85 a gallon. 

So here, Mr. Speaker, is the solution. 
This, Mr. Speaker, is the energy pie 
chart. Now, this might seem like it’s 
very simple, and actually it is, al-
though, to approach this concept seems 
to be a little complicated. 

Energy production in the United 
States of America, for 2007, well, I’ll 
take the position, Mr. Speaker, that 
it’s about all the energy. It’s all inter-
related, whether it’s nuclear or hydro-
electric, geothermal, biomass, motor 
gasoline, diesel, other petroleum, nat-
ural gas, coal, whatever it might be, if 
all of the energy in the United States 
is interrelated, and if you raise the 
cost of one form of energy, it’s going to 
affect the cost of the other kinds of en-
ergy. And consequently, and cor-
respondingly, if you drive the price 
down of one kind of energy, you’ll 
lower the price of all kinds of energy 
because it’s all interrelated. 

So I’ve taken the trouble to build 
this chart. And I can’t tell you how dif-
ficult it actually was. It should have 
been a simple no-brainer. It’s not. But 
here’s the energy pie chart. We pro-
duced 72.1 quadrillion Btus of energy in 
the United States last year. That’s 72 
followed by, I think, 15 zeros. Three, 
six, 9, 12, 15. 72 quadrillion Btus. It’s 
more important, I think, to think of it 
in terms of the proportionality of it. 

This is all the energy that we pro-
duced in America. Now, the percent-
ages are on here. 27 percent was nat-
ural gas, 321⁄2 percent was coal, nuclear 

was almost 12 percent, hydroelectric 
3.4, other versions, geothermal, wind, 
solar, fuel ethanol is a little smaller, a 
lot smaller than you would think. It’s 
three-quarters of a percent of the over-
all production in America. Biodiesel, 
one one-hundredth of a percent. Bio-
mass, 4 percent. That could be the peo-
ple burning wood and the methane, et 
cetera, that comes out of there. Gas 
was only 8.29 percent of our overall 
production. 

The list goes on. You can see it here, 
Mr. Speaker. Now, that’s energy pro-
duction. 

What I’ve done is, Mr. Speaker, taken 
this pie chart of the energy pie, I’ll call 
it, and I cut this out so that I could put 
it on top of the energy production, or 
the energy consumption in America, so 
you can see how this works in just a 
moment. 

All right. This, Mr. Speaker, is the 
energy consumption chart in America. 
And the outside circle, and I’ll kind of 
line them up here a little bit; the out-
side circle is the energy that we con-
sumed. Actually, I think I might be 
able to do it this way. 

This is all, Mr. Speaker, the energy 
that we consumed in America last 
year. Energy consumption, United 
States, 2007, 101.4 quadrillion Btus. 
Number down here, 101, comma and the 
equivalent of 15 zeros out. 

Now, we’re dealing with 72 quadril-
lion there, 101 there. So let’s just 
think, Mr. Speaker, in terms of we pro-
duced 72 percent of the energy that we 
consumed in 2007. And this is a picture 
of the consumption, this round spot 
here is a picture of the production. 
This circle is smaller than this circle. 
That’s kind of like Energy 101, prob-
ably the first time that that idea has 
arrived on the floor the Congress, Mr. 
Speaker. 

And so you look at the percentages of 
the overall consumption, and you see 
natural gas is 23 percent, and we 
produce 271⁄2 percent of all the natural 
gas that we consume, but it’s 23 per-
cent of the overall Btu picture here. 

Coal, 22 percent, nuclear, 8.29 per-
cent, hydroelectric, 2.4, smaller pieces 
of energy here, including ethanol, bio-
diesel, wind, .31 percent. Not very 
much. We’re working on this. 

By the way, I do represent the num-
ber 1 renewable energy producing con-
gressional district in America, and so 
we’re not without knowledge on this 
subject matter. 

Gas, 17.44 percent of the overall Btu 
consumption in America. And here in 
the red we have the diesel fuel and 
heating oil at 8.84 percent, kerosene jet 
fuel here, 3.3 percent and other kinds of 
petroleum, asphalt and that kind of 
thing, almost 10 percent. 

So, what do we need to do, Mr. 
Speaker? 

Well, here’s a way to approach this 
thing from my view. The small circle is 
energy production. The big circle is en-
ergy consumption. And so you don’t 
have to be a Harvard M.B.A. or, let me 
say, a rocket surgeon, to be able to cal-

culate this, Mr. Speaker. The inside 
circle, which is energy production, 
needs to grow to the size of the outside 
circle, which is energy consumption. 

Yes, we could maybe add another 
piece to this energy production pie 
called energy conservation that will 
help us grow the size of this inner cir-
cle to get it to be the size of the outer 
circle. But however we do this, we’re 
producing about a little more than 72 
percent of the energy that we’re con-
suming. And so we can stand here on 
the floor of Congress, until all Hades 
freezes over and talk about this piece 
of energy and that piece of energy, and 
somebody’s wrong because they want 
to drill ANWR and somebody else is 
wrong because they don’t want to drill 
the Outer Continental Shelf; somebody 
else is wrong because they think eth-
anol is a good idea, or biodiesel’s a 
good idea, or they could even make the 
ridiculous argument that somebody’s 
wrong because they think that we 
ought to dramatically expand our nu-
clear. 

And, Mr. Speaker, we should dra-
matically expand our nuclear produc-
tion of electricity. That is the single 
most effective thing we can do, cut 
down on the emissions of greenhouse 
gases, and replace the consumption of 
other energies and allow those other 
energies to be used for other purposes. 
We can produce a lot of energy with 
nuclear. 

But in the end, it’s this. I’ll go right 
around the circle. Natural gas, drill the 
Outer Continental Shelf, drill the non 
national park public lands, open up the 
natural gas production in America, the 
place where we have enough natural 
gas to heat every home in America for 
the next 150 years. Get the slice of the 
pie in production as big as the slice of 
the pie in consumption on natural gas. 

We go over here to coal. Why in the 
world can’t we produce and burn more 
coal to add to the overall size of the en-
ergy pie? Yes, we can. And we should 
do that, and we should do that until 
it’s no longer cost effective as com-
peting against these other signs, other 
components of energy. 

Nuclear. I talked about the nuclear. 
Here’s the overall percentage of our en-
ergy production in nuclear, which hap-
pens to be 11.66 percent. But it needs to 
be a bigger piece of our energy con-
sumption, and we can broaden that 
out. 

You can see how these pieces of the 
pie come out to the edge of the circle 
and they get wider. We do that with 
ethanol, we do it with biodiesel, we do 
it with wind, we do it with biomass. 

We can produce more gasoline, Mr. 
Speaker, and we can produce more die-
sel fuel and more jet fuel and we can 
produce more natural gas. There is no 
component in this energy pie that we 
cannot produce more of. And if we grow 
the size of the energy production pie to 
meet or exceed the size of the energy 
consumption pie, we have then solved 
the problem of energy dependence on 
Middle Eastern oil, on foreign energy. 
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Mr. Speaker, we can do this. We 

should do this. We must do this. And 
any idea that says that we should 
strike off of our list of options any 
component, and you will hear almost 
every source of energy vetoed and op-
posed by Members of the other side of 
the aisle. Some will stand up and say, 
no more nuclear. We will not do any 
more nuclear plants. 

Some will say, can’t drill in ANWR 
because 36, 38 years ago, somebody 
said, well, we’re not going to ever drill 
ANWR. That’s our deal. 

And somebody else will say we can’t 
drill the Outer Continental Shelf be-
cause people sit on the beach in Florida 
will figure out that there must be a 
drill rig out there 199 miles away. 

Mr. Speaker, I will tell you, I talked 
to three children in Lineville today. 
They’re down on the border with Mis-
souri and Iowa. 

b 2315 

And if they stand with their back to 
Missouri and they look north, it’s 200 
miles to the Minnesota border. And for 
them to say, I can’t have a drill rig up 
there on the Minnesota line because it 
offends my idea of sightseeing with my 
back to Missouri 200 miles from there 
is as ridiculous as the people on the 
beach in Florida saying you can’t have 
a drill rig 200 miles offshore. 

No, Mr. Speaker. There is a reason, 
and more like an excuse. And my fa-
ther taught me a little bit about that. 
He said there’s a difference between 
reasons and excuses. There are all 
kinds of excuses for not developing en-
ergy. I can’t find a single reason, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Unless you like $4 gas, unless you 
like $5 gas, and unless you like expen-
sive energy, expensive energy shuts 
down our economy. You shut down our 
economy, it uses less energy; if it uses 
less energy, it emits less greenhouse 
gas; if you emits less greenhouse gas, 
somehow or another in this 
fantasyland world where you’re out 
there in Pa-la-la-losi land, you’re going 
to save the planet if you shut down the 
economy is the only rationale that’s 
there. It’s weak and it’s unfounded, Mr. 
Speaker; and we’ve got to open this en-
ergy for the American people. 

And with that, I thank you for your 
indulgence. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

A NEW ENERGY POLICY FOR THE 
COUNTRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
ELLISON) until midnight. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
the freshmen, the Democrats of the 
Freshman Caucus are going to take the 
rest of this hour to talk about our 
economy. And it’s an excellent way to 
move forward, Mr. Speaker, because 
the prior speaker had some interesting 
things for us to chew on, and we will 

help the American people to see that 
under Republican control, the economy 
has not fared well, that they’re not 
good at running the economy, and the 
proof is out there for everybody. 

We’ll be able to show how, when 
Democrats are in charge, that we do 
have job growth, we do have strong 
economy, we do have an economy 
where we are reducing poverty. We 
have an economy where all Americans 
are doing better than they were doing 
before. 

I think it is obvious to everyone if 
you reflect only a few years ago in the 
late 1990s—I think it was a different 
President in office than the one we 
have now—that the economy was much 
better than it is today and that it is 
these policies that we’ve seen over the 
last 8 years where it was a Republican 
House, a Republican President, that 
have really led us to the difficult situa-
tion that American consumers and 
workers are seeing today. 

So we have a different vision. We 
have a vision that includes everybody. 
We have a vision that says that work-
ers should have the right to organize. 
We have a vision that says we should 
have a fair trade policy. We have a vi-
sion that says that we need investment 
in our public infrastructure. We have a 
vision that says that we need universal 
health care coverage for all people. We 
have a vision for an economy, Mr. 
Speaker, that says that everybody 
counts and everybody matters. 

And, you know, I really couldn’t be 
happier tonight because I’m joined by 
my good friend from Colorado, ED 
PERLMUTTER, not only a very excellent 
legislator but a really nice guy. 

ED, how you doing? 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Good evening. 

It’s good to be here with my friend 
from Minnesota, and we just were lis-
tening to the gentleman from Iowa, 
and he was talking about what’s the 
Democrat’s plan. 

Well, what is the Democrat’s plan for 
energy? Well, it’s just obvious what the 
Republican’s plan has been with two oil 
men in the White House. You can see 
exactly what has happened to the price 
of oil under the Bush administration. 
From $25 a barrel to $134.35. 

So when he is making comments or 
generally people are saying what is 
going on here, we can see with two oil 
men in the White House what the en-
ergy plan has been for this country, 
and that’s higher and higher and high-
er gas prices. 

Now, what we’ve got to do is we’ve 
got to take ourselves off of oil to a 
greater extent than we are right now. 
We have to relieve ourselves of this ad-
diction. And in the short run, we’re 
going to feel some pain, but in the long 
run, the liberation from being addicted 
to one commodity the way we are, 
which is oil, which is really having a 
ripple effect throughout the economy, 
will be fantastic. 

And so what we are doing as Demo-
crats is to provide other ways to save 
energy. A gallon saved is a gallon 

earned. A kilowatt saved is a kilowatt 
earned. And so what we want to do first 
is make sure that we’re efficient in 
how we use our energy so that there is 
a lower demand and we aren’t so 
hooked on petroleum and petroleum 
by-products. 

Second, we’ve got to find other com-
modities that compete with petroleum, 
whether it is cellulosic ethanol or bet-
ter ways to make electricity through 
renewable energy sources. As Demo-
crats, those are the kinds of things 
we’re doing. It’s time for us to get to 
the future and not continue to be 
hooked on oil like we have been for the 
last 30, 40, 50 years. 

Mr. ELLISON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I certainly will 
yield to my friend from Minnesota. 

Mr. ELLISON. Now, let me just ask 
you this question sir. You have studied 
this issue. I consider you one of the 
most learned persons on this issue in 
the Congress, and I just want to know, 
isn’t this proposal of just drilling in 
the Continental Shelf, drilling in 
ANWR, isn’t this kind of like trying to 
cure a disease by simply treating the 
symptoms of the disease? For example, 
if I were to have cancer, you could try 
to find a cure for my cancer, or you 
could simply try to alleviate the symp-
toms of the suffering that I am endur-
ing but not really get to the root of the 
matter. 

Is this kind of like—does that anal-
ogy work when it comes to just drilling 
for more oil and continuing to spoil our 
natural wilderness areas and to risk oil 
spills? Isn’t that sort of an analogous 
situation? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Well, if the gen-
tleman will yield. 

Mr. ELLISON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. It clearly is. 
This is the time for us to get healthy, 

and we can get healthy in many, many 
different ways. And it is going to be 
across the spectrum, whether it is 
making our buildings more efficient, 
our homes more efficient when it 
comes to energy consumption, our cars 
more efficient, come up with different 
fuels, different ways to power this 
country, we can do those things; and 
it’s just so obvious because it’s good 
for national security, it’s good for cli-
mate, and it is good for jobs. 

But let us go back to this thing about 
they want to drill in ANWR, they want 
to drill offshore, they want to drill a 
million places. 

Well, we know that right now, and 
I’ll put up a chart, that right now oil 
companies are not drilling 30.6 million 
acres that they have offshore and 30.5 
million acres that they have on shore. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, then, why are 
they crying about wanting to drill in 
ANWR and wanting to drill off the Con-
tinental Shelf when they have all of 
these places they can drill now? I 
mean, I know that there’s got to be a 
million Americans watching this 
broadcast who want to know that ques-
tion. 
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Mr. PERLMUTTER. I think the ques-

tion is to try to distract from the real 
answer which is the plan, the energy 
plan has been to raise gas prices, and 
the energy plan has not worked. It’s 
hurt Americans. And we have to come 
up with other ways so that we aren’t 
dependent upon one commodity like 
that because we’re dealing with eight 
or so countries in OPEC and five, or 
about five big oil companies. Very few 
countries and very few companies. And 
we need to have other ways to power 
this Nation, and we can do it. 

I mean, we have the ability to come 
up with better and more efficient cars. 
We have the ability to come up with 
more efficient homes and not in expen-
sive ways. We’re talking about chang-
ing out windows, putting in more insu-
lation. There are opportunities to add 
solar or wind so that we have renew-
able energy sources, and these are 
thousands and thousands and thou-
sands of jobs; and certainly in the con-
struction industry, those jobs are need-
ed today. So it is a win-win situation if 
we’re just going to have to do these 
things. 

But even in the short run, we know 
that oil companies have plenty of 
places to drill that they aren’t drilling 
today. So it’s a phony argument. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, the 
gentleman from Colorado makes an ex-
cellent point, Mr. PERLMUTTER. And 
what you’re describing is a slice of a 
Democratic vision for our country for a 
fair economy and a cleaner economy. 

I think it’s important when you men-
tion construction jobs and retrofits and 
things like that, what you’re talking 
about is the green economy, an econ-
omy that can include everybody, peo-
ple who can do relatively menial jobs 
and also the innovators. Up and down 
the educational scale. But it’s going to 
take training, it’s going to take oppor-
tunity, and it is going to take courage. 

You know, when Jonas Salk, who 
cured—came up with the polio vaccine, 
when he was—he could have spent his 
time making better braces for kids who 
had polio, right? But what did he do? 

What did he do, Mr. PERLMUTTER? 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. He came up with 

a vaccine so that they didn’t have the 
disease in the first place. 

Mr. ELLISON. So what we need is a 
vision for a green economy for now and 
in the future where we can increase the 
fuel efficiency of vehicles, where we 
can invest in transportation and tran-
sit, where we can move people and not 
just cars, where we can take some of 
our old windy buildings where right 
out of the roof the heat’s just going 
out, retrofit them for some green roofs. 

Are these the kinds of things that 
you have in mind, Mr. PERLMUTTER? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. And, Mr. 
ELLISON, you are right on the mark. 
This is about changing the direction of 
this Nation and not doing things the 
same old way that now is forcing us to 
see $4-a-gallon-priced gasoline. This is 

about changing the direction of this 
Nation, moving us into this century 
where we have many other ways to 
power this Nation. 

Now we just, all of us as a country, as 
Americans, we have to step forward 
and do this and knowing in the short 
run that we’re facing $4-a-gallon gaso-
line. Now, we’re going to take a look, 
as Members of Congress, why we’ve 
seen this dramatic spike to $4, wheth-
er—hopefully there’s not been manipu-
lation, there’s not been speculation 
that’s been improper. 

But even so, we need to come up with 
other ways to power this country, and 
we can do that whether it is through 
the research being conducted at the 
National Renewable Energy Lab in Col-
orado, whether it is the new designs 
that we’re seeing for cars across the 
globe. There are many, many ways 
that we can improve our energy situa-
tion, and most of them start with real-
ly pretty low-hanging fruit; and that’s 
just being more efficient. 

Mr. ELLISON. Conservation. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Conservation 

but efficiency. 
We can, through just engineering, 

basic engineering, architecture, design 
work, be more efficient in how we 
power this country and how much en-
ergy we use and consume. And we don’t 
want to be putting a lot of carbon, con-
tinue to be putting carbon into the at-
mosphere. We don’t want to continue 
to be so beholden on oil countries and 
oil companies. 

So we are, as the Democratic Con-
gress, moving us to a new energy fu-
ture. We are changing the direction of 
this Nation. We’re not going to follow 
the energy plan of two oil men in the 
White House. That’s just not where 
we’re going to go any more. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, Mr. 
PERLMUTTER, when you talk about 
these energy issues, it makes me think 
that this is where the country, I think, 
really wants to go. I mean, in these 
last several months we’ve heard a lot 
about change. It seems Americans 
want change. We don’t want to be 
stuck in oil handcuffs. We want to go 
towards an energy future that includes 
everybody and that where we need to 
invest in our innovation, we need to in-
vest in our brain power, you know, 
where we can have a into new oppor-
tunity in our country to make sure 
that we’re not polluting the air, warm-
ing up the globe. 

And again, as our friends on the 
other side of the aisle talk about, well, 
why don’t we just drill off the Conti-
nental Shelf off Florida, they kind of 
imply it’s just a matter of sunbathers 
not wanting to see an unsightly rig out 
there. Of course it is ugly to see that. 
But that does minimize the real con-
cerns we’re talking about; isn’t that 
right, Mr. PERLMUTTER? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I think it mini-
mizes it. I think there are plenty of op-
portunities to drill. 

You know, having said we’re going to 
change direction, we’re not going to go 
cold turkey from oil and gas. It will 
play a role in our energy spectrum for 
a long time to come. But we certainly 
can reduce our demand. 

There are certainly places to drill 
now that aren’t being drilled by the big 
oil companies, and there are other 
ways that we can wean ourselves from 
the dependence on foreign oil. 
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We just have to do that. We can’t ig-
nore this any longer, and this par-
ticular White House and the Repub-
lican Congress before us would just 
want to drill and drill and stay hooked 
on one commodity. It is never smart in 
business to only have one supplier. 

Mr. ELLISON. Don’t the 
businesspeople say you’ve got to diver-
sify? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. You have to di-
versify, yes. 

Mr. ELLISON. I’m all for saying let’s 
not build more leg braces; let’s find 
some vaccines. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. And I’m going to 
not add to that because that is a very 
good analogy. 

Mr. ELLISON. As we talked about 
the gas prices and things like this, 
we’ll be talking more about that as we 
get closer to the end of the hour. But I 
also want to bring some other things 
into the conversation which I think are 
very important. 

One of those things is that today the 
House tried to increase the unemploy-
ment insurance, and we tried to put it 
on the suspension calendar and pass it 
that way. Unfortunately, we did not 
meet the marker we were looking for. 
We needed three more votes to get 
there on suspension calendar, and we 
are not going to quit. As you know, the 
Democrats have a lot of fortitude, and 
we don’t quit, and we are persistent 
and dogged in our efforts to stand up 
for the American people. 

But the Senate recently did pass a 13- 
week extension of the unemployment 
insurance as part of a supplemental ap-
propriation, and I think that it is real-
ly indicative of the situation people 
are finding themselves in. 

As we’re talking about $4 a gallon 
gas, we also have to take into consider-
ation, Mr. Speaker, that we’ve seen 30 
years of stagnant wages, except for 
that period in the late 1990s when we 
had a Democratic President. We have 
seen 30 years of stagnant wages except 
for that 1990s blip, and now that pay-
check is being asked to do more, being 
asked to take on more child care, more 
health care, more fuel prices, more in 
terms of food prices. 

Americans are in a difficult situa-
tion, and I dare say that now we have 
about 8.5 million unemployed people 
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who need help, and I think that it is a 
little unfortunate we were not able to 
pass that mark today with that unem-
ployment insurance, but I’m sure that 
we’re going to keep on trying until we 
get it. 

I just wonder how the people in Colo-
rado are faring. Are they unemployed, 
having a tough time there, and basi-
cally, as we see ourselves having creep-
ing expenses for our food, fuel and 
things like that? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. In Colorado, 
we’ve had kind of a slow economy for 
several years now. We’ve faced a lot of 
foreclosures in the Denver metro area 
and throughout the State. We keep 
feeling like we’re going to come out of 
this slump and then kind of get 
bumped back in. I believe in Colorado 
we’re going to come out of the slump 
before much of the Nation just because 
we went into it before much of the Na-
tion. 

But even so, with the oil prices the 
way they are, with the way the econ-
omy has been managed by this admin-
istration, the people in Colorado need a 
safety net which is what unemploy-
ment insurance is. These are hard-
working people who, for one reason or 
another, may have lost a job. They’re 
looking for work. They want work. 
They want to get back in employment, 
and they need to do that. People in 
Colorado are workers. They like to be 
employed. They like to earn an income. 
They like to provide for themselves, 
and given the slow economy that we’ve 
had in Colorado, which I think and I 
hope is ready to turn, people do need 
that extra safety net. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, all of 
us are looking for better days. You 
know, I can tell you that my constitu-
ents in Minnesota let me know that 
we’ve been hit with the foreclosure cri-
sis as well as stagnant wages, and I’m 
sad to report to you that the Nation’s 
job market showed clear signs of reces-
sionary conditions, as the jobless rate 
leapt up a half a percent in May alone 
from 5 percent to 5.5 percent. That’s a 
lot of people, and that’s according to 
our Bureau of Labor Statistics. And 
this monthly increase was the largest 
since the mid-1980s. It’s been a while, 
pushing unemployment to the highest 
rate since 2004. 

I don’t like to rattle the sabers in 
terms of the partisan divide, but I’m 
one, speaking only for myself, who’s 
prepared to say that, you know, the 
Democrats have a better vision for how 
to run the economy, vision in terms of 
the energy future, vision in terms of 
trying to get some unemployment in-
surance extended so that people can 
have a little relief as they try to find 
that next hard-to-find job. 

But I think it’s important that we 
see this thing in a broader context. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Well, and in a 
broader context, I want to go back to 
our prior conversation on the green 
jobs, the green collar jobs. 

One of the things that we see in Colo-
rado, and I think this can be nation-

wide, is that there are thousands and 
thousands and thousands upon thou-
sands of jobs in the green industry, in 
the energy industry with renewables 
and with energy efficiency in housing. 
There are thousands of jobs, and they 
are jobs here in America. 

Mr. ELLISON. Right. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. Not overseas, 

but they’re here in America. 
Mr. ELLISON. I’ve got to ask you a 

question. If you are training somebody 
to retrofit a downtown office building 
in, say, Denver or Minneapolis, and 
they’re going to retrofit that building 
to be green and efficient, can you off-
shore that job? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Your question 
answers itself. Of course not. When 
somebody comes in to change the win-
dows in my house, they’re doing it at 
my house in Golden, Colorado. These 
are good construction jobs. They’re de-
sign jobs. There are some manufac-
turing jobs attached to it. 

The new direction for energy also is a 
place where there are thousands of jobs 
which will help us stem this unemploy-
ment, but for those people who can’t 
find those jobs right now, we need to 
have a safety net for them. 

Mr. ELLISON. We need a safety net. 
We need to have a caring Nation, and 
Americans are a caring people and a 
compassionate people, but we also are 
a working people and we want to work, 
and we also need a vision for our future 
because if you’re unemployed right 
now, this might not be a bad time to 
think about getting some extra edu-
cation, as long as you can get some un-
employment insurance, and if you get 
that education, maybe you want to 
think about a green job for a green en-
ergy future. 

You know, I want to add, too, while 
we’re on the subject of jobs, the payroll 
contracted for the fifth month in a 
row, down 49,000 with most of the net 
job losses occurring in the construction 
industry, factories, offices, and retail-
ers. Since the total payroll peaked last 
December, they’ve been down by 
around 324,000 jobs since the govern-
ment sector tends to be less cyclically 
affected by downturns. 

And looking at just the private sec-
tor, job loss can provide a more accu-
rate gauge of the lagging economy’s 
impact on job growth. Private sector 
employment has fallen over the past 6 
months by over 400,000 jobs. I’m not 
happy to report that to you, Mr. 
Speaker, but it is the situation that 
people are facing, and I think it’s im-
portant that this Congress be willing 
to respond to the needs of the people, 
which is why we needed three more 
votes in order to get that extension of 
the unemployment insurance passed as 
we tried to do today. 

I think we’re going to hit that mark. 
We’re certainly not going to quit. I cer-
tainly believe that there are a lot of 
people out there who really want this 
policy. They certainly can get on the 
phone, get on the e-mail, and let folks 
who represent them know how they 

feel. But this unemployment extension 
is a big deal, but I think it’s important 
as we push to extend unemployment in-
surance benefits that we tell folks that 
while they know they’re dealing with 
putting the food on the table tomorrow 
and paying the rent tomorrow and pay-
ing the mortgage tomorrow, we want 
them to look to a better future, and 
that involves the green job economy 
that you’ve so amply described. 

I also want to just say, too, as we 
talk about the economy and the job 
situation that, you know, we’ve got to 
have a real clear understanding about 
those indicators that tell us which di-
rection the economy is going in. And 
I’m looking for a time when we can ac-
tually set policies in place that really 
will give Americans the kind of vision 
that they need, as we talked about just 
a little while ago. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. If you would 
yield, I think one of the places where, 
again, going back to your education 
and a vision for this country that looks 
beyond just tomorrow but to next year 
and 10 years down is the GI Bill that we 
would like to see passed that the Presi-
dent has threatened to veto. 

Mr. ELLISON. Wait a minute, wait a 
minute, wait a minute. This President, 
who shakes his finger about supporting 
the troops, would never, never veto the 
GI Bill. Certainly you jest. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. I’m sorry to say 
that he’s considering that, and what I 
find so hard to believe is that the best 
investment this country ever made was 
in the GI Bill after World War II. And 
now we have had our men and women 
in Afghanistan and in Iraq for more 
than 5 years, which is longer than we 
were in World War II, and to provide 
them with education and educational 
opportunities simply will be a fantastic 
investment for this country. 

The wealth that was created, the 
happiness that was created because 
people could live full lives and edu-
cated lives after World War II, those 
are the kinds of things that we want 
for America. And my Dad, when we’re 
talking about this, and you can see 
him well up with pride about the GI 
Bill and how so many men came back 
from World War II and then were suc-
cessful after seeing the horrors of war, 
but came back and were able to provide 
for their families in ways that nobody 
anticipated. He describes that as the 
greatest investment this country has 
ever made, and he kids around by then 
saying, ‘‘And a distant second was the 
Louisiana Purchase.’’ 

So this GI Bill that we’re proposing 
now for the 21st century will be a fan-
tastic investment for our men and 
women who have served us. I believe we 
owe them a responsibility to provide 
for education, and we just need to go 
forward with this. And the White House 
has objected to this. Senator MCCAIN 
has objected to this, as I understand it. 
And it just doesn’t make sense. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, Mr. 
Speaker, these are important facts you 
bring up. I kind of think of that period 
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after World War II, up until about 1973, 
as the almost, almost golden age of 
America. I say ‘‘almost’’ because it was 
marked by Jim Crow and other things 
like that, very important, serious 
issues. And we’ve come a long way. Our 
country’s come a long way. 

But you cannot ignore the fact that 
after World War II, you had the GI Bill. 
You had FHA. We had already estab-
lished Social Security to make sure 
that no seniors had to live out their re-
tirement in an undignified way. And we 
also had tax rates for the very wealthy 
that were much, much higher than 
they are now, and we also had a higher 
rate of unionization. 

I know some folks don’t understand 
how important that is, but the fact is, 
in 1957, 33 percent of all workers were 
in a union. Another 33 percent were 
paid like they were, and folks were liv-
ing relatively well. We all look back at 
those old TV shows and kind of chuckle 
now at how corny they were, but they 
actually were doing pretty well eco-
nomically in the 1950s. 

And the fact is that some of these 
kind of policies are things we need 
today, but we have the advantage 
today to have greater equality which is 
so great, you know. It’s a great honor 
of America that we have overcome 
some of those things of the past, those 
lack of equality issues. But as we’ve 
gotten greater social equality, we’ve 
lost in the area of income and eco-
nomic equality, and we’ve got to revi-
talize our economy to make sure that 
everybody can share in it. And I think 
that green jobs are the way, but a com-
passionate response to people who are 
unemployed now is also part of the pic-
ture as well. 

And you mentioned your dad. My dad 
was born in 1928, went to World War II, 
to the Pacific at a very young age, 
about 17 years old, but he did go. He 
was a military person and served in the 
Pacific, was in Hawaii and was a bene-
ficiary of the GI Bill and was able to go 
to college, Wayne State University in 
Detroit, on that program. And it made 
him into a man who could put five boys 
through college, me and my brothers, 
and you know, it’s an amazing thing. 

You know, I am proud of my broth-
ers. They’re all doing well. They’re all 
doing great. And the fact is, none of us 
would be doing this well if our dad had 
not been the beneficiary of an enlight-
ened, compassionate, common-sense 
program like the GI Bill, and I’m glad 
that we’re able to pass it through this 
House. And I pray that the President 
sees the light and passes and signs that 
bill. 

b 2345 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. ELLISON, 
while we’re on the subject of our serv-
ice men and women, I think one of the 
things where there really was a change 
in the direction of this Nation in the 
past year was the fact that the Demo-
cratic House and the Democratic Sen-
ate, the Congress, sent to the President 
and he signed—and I want to applaud 

him for doing that—the greatest in-
crease in veterans’ benefits in the 77- 
year history of the Veterans Adminis-
tration. And again, when we send men 
and women into harm’s way, when we 
ask them to protect us, serve us, we 
have a moral contract, a moral respon-
sibility to provide them with as normal 
a life as possible and to provide the 
benefits that are promised when they 
go in. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, sol-
diers are people, too. They want a fu-
ture. They want an education. They 
want something to pass onto their chil-
dren. They want to live a quality life-
style. They want to own their home. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. And I feel that 
we’ve made great strides in living up to 
our end of the bargain. Now, it has to 
have execution, but I know in Colo-
rado, for instance, in terms of veterans’ 
claims, there was this tremendous 
backlog. Because of what we did last 
year, we’ve added 65 people to the bene-
fits section so that claims can be proc-
essed in a reasonable and timely fash-
ion so that the benefits are received by 
our service men and women in a rea-
sonable and timely fashion. So there 
has been actual progress on the ground. 

Mr. ELLISON. There has been actual 
progress on the ground in Colorado. I’m 
happy to report that in Minneapolis we 
have a wonderful VA hospital there, 
and we’ve seen things getting better all 
the time. But I want to let the vet-
erans know that, as we talk tonight 
about the economy, we’ve talked about 
gas prices, we’ve talked about unem-
ployment insurance, looking out for 
our veterans, making sure our veterans 
have economic opportunity, edu-
cational opportunity, health care op-
portunity is part of the whole dialogue. 
This is a working class prosperity 
issue, veterans’ benefits. GI Bill bene-
fits is a factor when it comes to trying 
to make sure that the American middle 
class, American working class has a 
real chance at doing well in this econ-
omy. So I want to thank you for bring-
ing that out. 

And I just want to say, you know, 
that it’s important to understand vet-
erans as an important component in 
our economy because when you just 
separate the soldier from the economy, 
you forget that the soldier is coming 
back. And they should have a good way 
to go when they get back. 

You know, I also just wanted to men-
tion, as we start walking into our final 
15 minutes tonight, that we just had a 
Memorial Day. And on that day, I am 
proud to tell you that a number of our 
veterans are well aware of some of 
these programs; a number of them are 
well aware of the work that Congress is 
trying to do, not always with a cooper-
ative White House, but on some things 
we have found cooperation, and we’re 
thankful for that. 

And I just want to mention to you as 
well that it’s really tough on our vet-
erans to have to deal with foreclosure. 
I’ve had a few vets in my district, while 
they were away, they had only their 

spouse to try to keep up the mortgage, 
and they’ve fallen behind. And I bring 
that up only because I think that it’s 
important, as we talk about this, that 
we do mention that a part of what this 
Democratic Congress and the ‘‘dif-
ference makers,’’ this freshman class, 
has been a part of is trying to close the 
gap when it comes to the foreclosure 
crisis. 

You know, I don’t have to tell you, 
Mr. PERLMUTTER, that we’re dealing 
with about 2,800 foreclosures a day. 
We’re dealing with about 20,000 a week. 
We’re dealing with a very serious prob-
lem. And I just want to point out that 
this foreclosure crisis is something 
that there have been bills introduced 
that try to forestall foreclosure for a 
veteran, for a soldier who’s overseas, 
but it’s something that really is affect-
ing our entire economy. 

We’ve passed bills through the House 
recently that will allow FHA to be put 
in a position to buy some of these 
mortgages and restructure them going 
forward. I think it’s important that we 
point this out because the Congress has 
been responsive. You and I are both on 
the Financial Services Committee, and 
so we both know that we’ve been work-
ing on this housing issue quite a bit. 
And also, last December, I believe, we 
also passed a bill through Congress, an 
anti-predatory lending bill that I think 
should pay some good dividends if we 
could get that enacted into law. 

But this foreclosure crisis is hitting 
our veterans and it’s hitting all of our 
people. And maybe you would like to 
comment on that. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Well, we’ve 
taken steps to stem foreclosures by 
using the FHA guarantee as a way to 
slow things. And the way it works is 
that a bank that has a loan to some-
body can write the loan down to what-
ever the market value is. Then the 
FHA will guarantee 90 percent of this 
lower amount for the borrower so long 
as the borrower can pay that 90 percent 
back. Now they have to go through a 
credit check, and they’ve got to be able 
to pay the lower amount. 

So the Federal Government is com-
ing in to stop a foreclosure which, if it 
takes place, could result in a vacant 
home that then ends up decaying, and 
it starts the decay in a neighborhood. 
So it assists the neighborhood. It al-
lows the bank to become liquid. And it 
gives the borrower a chance to make 
the payments at this lower amount. 

Now, if the borrower were to sell in, 
I believe, within 5 years, the Federal 
Government would receive a portion of 
anything above the written down pur-
chase price. But the bottom line is, in 
a very prudent and fiscally responsible 
manner, FHA is being used to guar-
antee lower loans, reduced loans so 
that we can limit the numbers of fore-
closures in our neighborhoods and 
maintain the strength of our neighbor-
hoods. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, you know, I’m 
glad you mentioned that it’s not just 
the individual who is getting their 
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mortgage restructured with the FHA 
assistance who will benefit, actually, 
it’s the neighborhood. Foreclosures 
really don’t hit individuals alone, they 
hit neighborhoods. Because if you end 
up with a foreclosed home and an aban-
doned house, it’s an attractive nui-
sance for people in the neighborhood 
who have bad intent. We know the 
price of copper. These houses are being 
stripped of their copper wiring. And of-
tentimes the copper strippers are not 
very careful about how they get it out. 
They’ve been known to nick and cut 
and damage gas lines and cause fires 
and explosions, not to mention other 
damage. 

And so when you have a concentra-
tion of foreclosed and abandoned build-
ings in a neighborhood, it really does 
put downward pressure on the homes of 
everybody in the neighborhood, even 
the people who have been fortunate 
enough to pay every single mortgage 
payment on time every time. And so it 
really is something to help everybody, 
not just the individuals who are being 
directly assisted. 

And of course, as you also know, 
when a house is abandoned, the city 
cannot receive property taxes on that 
house anymore. And so really what it’s 
doing is coming up with a practical so-
lution which will allow the bank to 
keep getting some of that money back, 
maybe not the originally intended 
amount, but a portion; of course half a 
loaf is better than none often. And so 
it’s a practical solution to a serious 
problem. And it’s just one more exam-
ple of how Democrats and how fresh-
man Democrats like you and I are part 
of solutions to try to improve our Na-
tion. 

And we’re trying to bring benefits 
not only to our citizens, but also, as 
you mentioned before, our veterans, 
trying to make sure that our vets and 
all kinds of people who are going 
through this foreclosure crisis are able 
to keep their homes, neighborhoods are 
able to be stable, cities are able to re-
ceive property tax, city police depart-
ments aren’t having to run out to prop-
erties and spend resources kicking peo-
ple out of abandoned houses, or fire de-
partments putting out fires. It really is 
a responsible way to sort of operate 
and try to improve the situation here. 

Well, Mr. PERLMUTTER, it looks like 
we’ve got about 5 minutes left. Any 
parting shots? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Well, I’d like to 
go back to the gas prices. 

You know, I think that the gas prices 
show the lack of an energy plan by the 
prior Republican Congress, by this 
White House, except to the degree that 
it has caused an increase in oil prices. 

You know, we’re in Iraq in a substan-
tial way; and a lot of it, in my opinion, 
has to do with oil. Now, the average 
price per gallon of fuel paid by U.S. 
military units in Iraq is at least $3.23. 
The price per gallon of gasoline for 
Iraqi residents is $1.36. Why the dif-
ference there? Oil revenues for the 
Iraqi Government is expected to be $70 

billion, which should be paid back to 
this country when we are running a 
deficit. We’re spending $2.5 to $3 billion 
a week to be in Iraq. And that obvi-
ously has had an effect on our economy 
over the course of these 5 years that 
we’ve been in Iraq. 

We’ve got to change the direction of 
this Nation, Mr. ELLISON. We’re trying 
to do that every day. We need to 
change the direction when it comes to 
energy. We’ve got to change the direc-
tion when it comes to Iraq. We’ve been 
changing the direction when it comes 
to our veterans and living up to our 
contracts and responsibilities in terms 
of their benefits. 

We’re making a difference. We have a 
long way to go to really change the di-
rection of this Nation. This country is 
in need of big change in a lot of ways. 
And I’m glad that I’ve been elected to 
the Congress by the people of the sub-
urbs of Denver to try and institute 
some of that change. 

And so with that, I would yield back 
to you, sir. 

Mr. ELLISON. Well, Mr. 
PERLMUTTER, I want to be a witness to 
what you just said. You have made a 
great difference. You, together with 
our freshman class—which I’m also a 
member of—have been here trying to 
improve the lives of Americans. And 
what we’ve been offering, yes, vision on 
energy policy, yes, vision on dealing 
with unemployment insurance and the 
jobs and the economy, yes, vision on 
veterans. But what we’re really offer-
ing is a bigger vision of America, not 
just a litany of bills, but a bigger vi-
sion of our country, a bigger vision, an 
America that is fairer, that’s more 
prosperous, that’s more innovative, 
that takes care of its own. This is the 
America that we all know we can have 
because people like your dad and mine 
fought for an American that could be 
that way. And we believe that it is our 
generation’s responsibility to make a 
better America for our children and 
our parents and everyone. 

So it’s been great hanging out with 
you, Mr. PERLMUTTER. Have a great 
night. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Good night. 
f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. FLAKE (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of attending a fu-
neral. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. KAPTUR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. YARMUTH, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BURTON of Indiana) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, June 18. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, June 18. 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 57 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, June 12, 2008, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7085. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Temporary Importation of Horses; 
Noncompetitive Entertainment Horses From 
Countries Affected With Contagious Equine 
Metritis [Docket No. APHIS–2006–0164] (RIN: 
0579–AC35) received June 5, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

7086. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Mexican Fruit Fly; Designation of Por-
tion of Willacy County, TX, as a Quarantined 
Area [Docket No. APHIS–2008–0057] received 
June 5, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

7087. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Amendments to Treatments for Plant 
Pests [Docket No. APHIS–2006–0091] received 
May 29, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7088. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Livestock Manda-
tory Reporting; Reestablishment and Revi-
sion of the Reporting Regulation for Swine, 
Cattle, Lamb, and Boxed Beef [Docket No. 
AMS–LS–07–0106] (RIN: 0581–AC67) received 
May 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7089. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Exotic Newcastle Disease; Quarantine 
Restrictions [Docket No. APHIS–2006–0036] 
(RIN: 0579–AC42) received May 29, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

7090. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s report entitled, ‘‘Study on 
Increasing the Usage of Recovered Mineral 
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Components in Federally Funded Projects 
Involving Procurement of Cement or Con-
crete to Address the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Aquity 
Act: A Legacy for Users,’’ pursuant to Public 
Law 109–59, section 6101(a); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

7091. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule—Administrative Changes: NRC Re-
gion IV Address Change and Phone Number 
and E-mail Address Changes [NRC–2008–0270] 
(RIN: 3150–AI39) received May 30, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

7092. A letter from the Director, U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau, Department of Commerce, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—For-
eign Trade Regulations: Mandatory Auto-
mated Export System Filing for all Ship-
ments Requiring Shipper’s Export Declara-
tion Information [Docket Number 031009254– 
6014–03] (RIN: 0607–AA38) received May 29, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7093. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting a copy of the Semiannual 
Report of the Inspector General of NASA for 
the period ending March 31, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

7094. A letter from the General Counsel, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting the Office’s final rule—Cost Accounting 
Standards Board; Accounting for the Costs of 
Employee Stock Ownership Plans (ESOPs) 
Sponsored by Government Contractors—re-
ceived May 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

7095. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Nonforeign Area Cost-of- 
Living Allowance Rates; Puerto Rico and 
Hawaii County, HI (RIN: 3206–AL28) received 
May 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

7096. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Compensatory Time Off for 
Travel; Prevailing Rate (Wage) Employees 
(RIN: 3206–AL52) received May 27, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

7097. A letter from the Under Secretary 
and Director, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule— 
Rules of Practice Before the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences in Ex Parte Ap-
peals [Docket No. PTO–P–2007–0006] (RIN: 
0651–AC12) received June 4, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

7098. A letter from the Chief, Border Secu-
rity Regulations Branch, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Changes to the Visa 
Waiver Program to Implement the Elec-
tronic System for Travel Authorization 
(ESTA) Program [USCBP–2008–0003 CBP Dec. 
No. 08–18] (RIN: 1651–AA72) received June 3, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

7099. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule—26 CFR 
1.1445–2: Situations in which withholding is 
not required under section 1445(a) (Also: 897; 
1445; 1.897–1; 1.897–2; 1.897–5T; 1.897–6T; 1.1445– 
5.) (Rev. Proc. 2008–27) received May 14, 2008, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: Committee 
on Homeland Security. H.R. 2631. A bill to 
strengthen efforts in the Department of 
Homeland Security to develop nuclear 
forensics capabilities to permit attribution 
of the source of nuclear material; with 
amendments (Rept. 110–708 Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. WAXMAN: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 5811. A bill to 
amend title 44, United States Code, to re-
quire preservation of certain electronic 
records by Federal agencies, to require a cer-
tification and reports relating to Presi-
dential records, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. 110–709). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ARCURI: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 1265. Resolution providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5749) to pro-
vide for a program of emergency unemploy-
ment compensation (Rept. 110–710). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs dis-
charged from further consideration. 
H.R. 2631 referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. GOODE, Mr. COBLE, Ms. 
FOXX, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. HAYES): 

H.R. 6233. A bill to reinstate the Interim 
Management Strategy governing off-road ve-
hicle use in the Cape Hatteras National Sea-
shore, North Carolina, pending the issuance 
of a final rule for off-road vehicle use by the 
National Park Service; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, and in addition to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CONAWAY: 
H.R. 6234. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to require corrosion mitigation 
and prevention plans for bridges receiving 
Federal funding, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. BRALEY of Iowa: 
H.R. 6235. A bill to require the purchase of 

domestically made flags of the United States 
of America for use by the Federal Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. HOBSON, 
and Mr. TURNER): 

H.R. 6236. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to modernize the disability 
benefits claims processing system of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs to ensure the 
accurate, consistent, and timely delivery of 
compensation to veterans and their families 
and survivors, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 6237. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide for a credit for 

long-term care insurance premiums and for 
taxpayers with long-term care needs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr. 
BARROW, Mr. HILL, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. STUPAK, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. MATHESON, Ms. HOOLEY, 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 
ROSS, Mr. MELANCON, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. GORDON, Ms. SOLIS, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. RUSH, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
UPTON, and Ms. MATSUI): 

H.R. 6238. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of an interagency working group to 
conduct a study to identify the factors that 
affect the pricing of crude oil and refined pe-
troleum products, and to make recommenda-
tions on appropriate coordination of over-
sight and regulation; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GRAVES (for himself and Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota): 

H.R. 6239. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to sus-
pend temporarily the process of identifying 
schools and local educational agencies as in 
need of improvement and of imposing sanc-
tions on such schools and local educational 
agencies; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 6240. A bill to change the date for reg-

ularly scheduled Federal elections and estab-
lish polling place hours; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York (for 
herself, Mr. PASCRELL, and Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN of Florida): 

H.R. 6241. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to include vision res-
toration therapy devices and associated soft-
ware used in the patient’s home to treat im-
paired visual function due to acquired brain 
injury within the definition of durable med-
ical equipment under the Medicare Program; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mrs. MUSGRAVE: 
H.R. 6242. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the 1993 income 
tax increase on Social Security benefits, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD: 
H.R. 6243. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide an exemption 
from the Federal motor fuels excise tax for 
ground emergency and non-emergency ambu-
lance services; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H.R. 6244. A bill to amend the Homeland 

Security Act of 2002 to direct the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to issue regulations 
that require that any award fee under a cost- 
plus-award-fee contract entered into by the 
Department of Homeland Security shall be 
determined and paid based on a successful 
acquisition outcome that is specified in the 
contract, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H.R. 6245. A bill to amend the Homeland 

Security Act of 2002 to require a direct link 
on the website of the Department of Home-
land Security to the website of the Office of 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
Homeland Security, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security. 
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By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 6246. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Department of Homeland Security to es-
tablish an international registered traveler 
program that incorporates available tech-
nologies to expedite and enhance the secu-
rity, screening, and processing of inter-
national travelers at United States borders, 
including United States citizens and lawful 
permanent residents, who enter and exit the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H.R. 6247. A bill to amend the Homeland 

Security Act of 2002 to direct the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to develop and acquire 
new technologies to inspect and screen air 
cargo on passenger aircraft to ensure trans-
portation security, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. WELCH of Vermont (for him-
self, Mr. ELLISON, and Mr. BRALEY of 
Iowa): 

H.R. 6248. A bill to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act to prohibit unfair practices in 
electronic payment system networks, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. CHABOT, and Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida): 

H. Con. Res. 371. Concurrent resolution 
strongly supporting an immediate and just 
restitution of, or compensation for, property 
illegally confiscated during the last century 
by Nazi and Communist regimes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ISSA (for himself, Mr. TOM 
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. TURNER, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Mr. MCHENRY, Ms. 
FOXX, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. SALI, Mr. 
JORDAN, Mr. DREIER, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. BROWN of South Caro-
lina, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mr. FORBES, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. ROSKAM, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. 
BACHUS, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 
GINGREY, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
PITTS, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of 
California, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 
LEWIS of California, Mr. TIM MURPHY 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. CANTOR, Mrs. 
CAPITO, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. 
KELLER, and Mr. SMITH of Texas): 

H. Res. 1262. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Secretary of Commerce should use all 
reasonable measures to ensure that every 
person is counted in the 2010 decennial cen-
sus; to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform. 

By Mr. WOLF: 
H. Res. 1263. A resolution directing the 

chief Administrative Officer and the Ser-
geant at Arms of the House of Representa-
tives to take timely action to ensure that all 
Members, committees, and offices of the 
House are alerted of the dangers of elec-
tronic attacks on the computers and infor-
mation systems used in carrying out their 
official duties and are fully briefed on how to 
protect themselves, their official records, 
and their communications from electronic 
security breaches. 

By Mr. GINGREY (for himself, Ms. WA-
TERS, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER): 

H. Res. 1264. A resolution expressing sup-
port for the private property rights protec-

tions guaranteed by the 5th Amendment to 
the Constitution on the 3rd anniversary of 
the Supreme Court’s decision on Kelo v. City 
of New London; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY: 
H. Res. 1266. A resolution congratulating 

Albania and Croatia on being invited to 
begin accession talks with the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization and expressing sup-
port for continuing to enlarge the alliance; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. 
HAYES): 

H. Res. 1267. A resolution congratulating 
the Mount Olive College Trojans for winning 
the 2008 National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation Division II Men’s Baseball National 
Championship; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. 

By Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota (for 
herself, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
LYNCH, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. CAR-
SON): 

H. Res. 1268. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
United States foreign assistance is a critical 
instrument for achieving our national secu-
rity goals and that modernizing United 
States foreign assistance should become a 
national priority; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

301. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Illinois, relative to House Resolution No. 
1062 urging the Congress of the United States 
and the National Guard Bureau to take all 
necessary steps to ensure that the Fire De-
partment of the 183rd remains located at the 
Abraham Lincoln Capital Airport in Spring-
field, Illinois; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

302. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Louisiana, relative to House 
Concurrent Resolution No. 123 memorializing 
the Congress of the United States to enact 
legislation limiting certain increases in 
health insurance premiums, deductibles, co-
payments, and other charges of military re-
tirees for their military health benefits 
being proposed by the Department of De-
fense; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

303. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 109 urging the Congress of the 
United States to strike Section 108 from the 
College Opportunity and Affordability Act of 
2007; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

304. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative to 
Senate Resolution No. 289 calling for imme-
diate action to provide short-term and long- 
term financial assistance to assure the avail-
ability of student loans to students and fam-
ilies of the Commonwealth; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

305. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Maine, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 1686 memorializing the Con-
gress of the United States to enact legisla-
tion to ensure health care for all; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

306. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Vermont, relative to 
House Joint Resolution No. 66 urging the 
Congress of the United States to adopt H.R. 
5473, ‘‘The Strategic Petroleum Reserve Fill 
Suspension and Consumer Protection Act of 

2008’’; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

307. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate 
Resolution No. 326 urging the President of 
the United States and the Congress of the 
United States to enact legislation to provide 
additional funding for ALS research; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

308. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative 
to House Resolution No. 940 urging the Con-
gress of the United States to support a ban 
on the sale of novelty lighters that resemble 
toys; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

309. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Illinois, relative 
to House Resolution No. 1031 urging the Con-
gress of the United States to reauthorize the 
Debbie Smith DNA backlog grant program at 
current or increased levels; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

310. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 113 urging the Congress of the 
United States to require specific conditions 
for the continued participation in NAFTA; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

311. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Mississippi, relative to House 
Concurrent Resolution No. 51 requesting 
that the Congress of the United States ex-
tend the Gulf Opportunity (GO) Zone Act of 
2005; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 96: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 169: Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 241: Mr. HELLER. 
H.R. 278: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina and 

Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 303: Ms. HIRONO. 
H.R. 371: Mr. RENZI. 
H.R. 583: Mr. SPACE. 
H.R. 736: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
H.R. 760: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mrs. 

MILLER of Michigan, and Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 821: Mr. LAMPSON and Mr. WELCH of 

Vermont. 
H.R. 1014: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida, Mr. MARCHANT, and Mr. TAYLOR. 
H.R. 1032: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 1050: Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 1085: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 1086: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 1110: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1178: Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. 
H.R. 1246: Ms. SPEIER. 
H.R. 1275: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1298: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1646: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 1665: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-

nois, and Ms. TSONGAS. 
H.R. 1667: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 1748: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H.R. 1881: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 1974: Mr. HARE. 
H.R. 1975: Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 2032: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. WILSON of 

Ohio, and Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 2054: Mr. ELLSWORTH. 
H.R. 2073: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 2125: Mr. BUTTERFIELD and Mr. 

LAMPSON. 
H.R. 2169: Mr. CLEAVER and Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2260: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 2279: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. DENT, Mr. 

ROGERS of Kentucky, and Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 2303: Mr. BUYER and Ms. HIRONO. 
H.R. 2371: Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, Ms. 

DEGETTE, and Mr. YARMUTH. 
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H.R. 2493: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. ROGERS of 

Kentucky. 
H.R. 2578: Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. 
H.R. 2611: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 2677: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2694: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois and Mr. 

CAPUANO. 
H.R. 2792: Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 2833: Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 2842: Ms. SUTTON and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2880: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. AL-

EXANDER. 
H.R. 2976: Mr. SHADEGG. 
H.R. 3008: Mr. CHILDERS. 
H.R. 3036: Ms. MATSUI, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 

YARMUTH, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. HOLT, 
and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 3053: Mr. GINGREY. 
H.R. 3202: Mr. WELCH of Vermont. 
H.R. 3234: Mr. JORDAN. 
H.R. 3257: Mrs. CAPPS. 
H.R. 3289: Mr. CARNEY and Mr. CAZAYOUX. 
H.R. 3457: Mrs. BACHMANN. 
H.R. 3654: Mr. WHITFIELD of Kentucky, Mr. 

HOBSON, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mrs. 
CAPITO, Mr. HALL of Texas, and Mr. BONNER. 

H.R. 3715: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi and 
Mr. DONNELLY. 

H.R. 3769: Mr. DOGGETT. 
H.R. 3990: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 3995: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 4026: Mr. MEEKs of New York, Ms. 

WOOLSEY, and Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 4053: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 4107: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 4114: Mr. ROTHMAN. 
H.R. 4138: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 4189: Mr. BURGESS. 
H.R. 4206: Mr. MANZULLO. 
H.R. 4236: Mr. MEEK of Florida and Mr. LIN-

COLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida. 
H.R. 4255: Mr. HAYES, Mr. BOOZMAN, and 

Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 4264: Mr. MAHONEY of Florida. 
H.R. 4273: Mr. CAMP of Michigan. 
H.R. 4544: Mr. FOSTER. 
H.R. 4883: Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 4884: Mr. HOLT and Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 4900: Mr. MCKEON and Mrs. 

GILLIBRAND. 
H.R. 5244: Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. LEE, Ms. KAP-

TUR, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Ms. MATSUI, and Mr. 
PASCRELL. 

H.R. 5267: Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 5404: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 5445: Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 5496: Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 5507: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 5549: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 5564: Mr. HALL of New York. 
H.R. 5632: Mr. BARROW and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 5636: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 5700: Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 5731: Mr. BLUNT. 
H.R. 5741: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 5785: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 5793: Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 5797: Mr. BUYER. 
H.R. 5798: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 5802: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 5808: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 5809: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 5821: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 5842: Mr. ROTHMAN. 
H.R. 5874: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 

COHEN, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina. 

H.R. 5892: Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania 
and Mr. FOSTER. 

H.R. 5898: Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 5932: Mr. SCALISE. 
H.R. 5935: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 5942: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, 

Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Mr. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 5943: Mr. WHITFIELD of Kentucky. 
H.R. 5954: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H.R. 5971: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. WAMP, 

Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. LATOURETTE. 
H.R. 5979: Mr. ROTHMAN. 
H.R. 5984: Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico, Mr. 

SMITH of Texas, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mrs. MILLER 
of Michigan, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
CAMPBELL of California, Mr. BOEHNER, and 
Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 6001: Mr. SALI. 
H.R. 6032: Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Mr. 

ROTHMAN, and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 6056: Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 

of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. HILL, 
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WELCH of Vermont, and Mr. 
WALSH of New York. 

H.R. 6057: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 6076: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 6083: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. 

GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 6085: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 6107: Mr. MCKEON, Mr. KLINE of Min-

nesota, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. REGULA, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. MICA, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. WELLER, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
CRENSHAW, Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, 
Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. HAYES, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. 
LEWIS of California, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
RENZI, Mr. TURNER, Mr. PUTNAM, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, and Mr. FOSSELLA. 

H.R. 6108: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. HENSARLING, 
and Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 

H.R.. 6126: Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R.. 6133: Mrs. BACHMANN and Mr. BART-

LETT of Maryland. 
H.R.. 6140: Mr. BUYER. 
H.R.. 6168: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. GRAVES. 
H.R.. 6169: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. GRAVES. 
H.R.. 6179: Mr. REYNOLDS. 
H.R.. 6180: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R.. 6184: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R.. 6208: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. GRAVES. 
H.R.. 6210: Mr. FOSTER, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 

WOLF, and Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R.. 6211: Mr. BISHOP of Utah. 
H.J. Res. 22: Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. CANTOR, 

Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. PENCE, Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS, Mr. AKIN, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. SALI, and Mr. PITTS. 

H.J. Res. 89: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. ROGERS of 
Kentucky, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota, Mr. SALI, and Mr. COLE of 
Oklahoma. 

H. Con. Res. 296: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
BONNER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. DAVID DAVIS of 
Tennessee, and Mr. KIRK. 

H. Con. Res. 329: Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H. Con. Res. 341: Mr. SALI, Mr. COLE of 

Oklahoma, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. ALEXANDER, and 
Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. 

H. Con. Res. 342: Mr. PASTOR, Ms. ZOE 
LOFGREN of California, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. TIM 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 

H. Con. Res. 350: Ms. LEE, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. COSTA, and Mr. SCOTT 
of Georgia. 

H. Con. Res. 360: Mr. CARSON, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. FARR. 

H. Con. Res. 362: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
and Mr. ALLEN. 

H. Con. Res. 364: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. THOMPSON 
of Mississippi, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. 
CLAY, Ms. WATERS, Mr. CUMMINGS, and Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 

H. Con. Res. 365: Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. BERRY, Mr. GORDON, 

Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Ms. WA-
TERS. 

H. Con. Res. 367: Mr. MCINTYRE, and Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas. 

H. Res. 282: Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. 

H. Res. 353: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 
SHULER, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. RAMSTAD. 

H. Res. 373: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H. Res. 795: Ms. TSONGAS. 
H. Res. 937: Mr. WHITFIELD of Kentucky, 

Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. TURNER, and Mr. HOB-
SON. 

H. Res. 970: Mr. KUHL of New York. 
H. Res. 985: Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H. Res. 1012: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H. Res. 1019: Ms. HIRONO and Ms. KIL-

PATRICK. 
H. Res. 1028: Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. BALDWIN, 

Mr. CLAY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H. Res. 1127: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H. Res. 1143: Mr. SPACE, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 

LATTA, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. CARSON, and Mr. BARRETT of 
South Carolina. 

H. Res. 1179: Mrs. MYRICK, Ms. WATSON, Mr. 
DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, and Mr. UPTON. 

H. Res. 1187: Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H. Res. 1192: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H. Res. 1198: Mr. RADANOVICH. 
H. Res. 1202: Mr. WALBERG and Mr. EHLERS. 
H. Res. 1230: Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. 

LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, and Ms. 
BERKLEY. 

H. Res. 1237: Mr. LAMPSON and Mr. 
LOEBSACK. 

H. Res. 1248: Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. HELLER, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. BOREN, Mr. CHILDERS, Mr. 
CAZAYOUX, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. 
CARDOZA, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. ARCURI, 
and Mr. BOOZMAN. 

H. Res. 1249: Mr. GORDON, Mr. ELLSWORTH, 
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, and Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas. 

H. Res. 1254: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
RUSH, Ms. WATSON, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
FATTAH, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. 

H. Res. 1258: Ms. WOOLSEY and Ms. LEE. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 

255. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the North Carolina State Council of the Jun-
ior Order United American Mechanics, rel-
ative to Resolution No. 5 supporting the 
brave and dedicated men and women of the 
Armed Forces of the United States of Amer-
ica; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

256. Also, a petition of the Town of Chat-
ham, Massachusetts, relative to a Resolution 
calling for funding for a safe and rapid with-
drawal of all United States troops from Iraq; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

257. Also, a petition of the Town of 
Wellfleet, Massachusetts, relative to a Reso-
lution calling for funding for a safe and rapid 
withdrawal of all United States troops from 
Iraq; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

258. Also, a petition of the County Commis-
sion of Baldwin County, Alabama, relative to 
Resolution No. 2008-94 urging the Congress of 
the United States to affirm the selection 
process of the United States Air Force by 
moving with deliberate speed to fund and im-
plement the KC-45 Tanker Project; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

259. Also, a petition of the City Council of 
Atlanta, Georgia, relative to Resolution No. 
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08-R-0861 thanking the Congress of the 
United States for enacting the Energy Inde-
pendence Security Act of 2007 and for the 
creation of the Energy Efficiency and Con-
servation Block Grant; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

260. Also, a petition of American Bar Asso-
ciation, relative to Resolution No. 109 urging 
the government of the United States to take 
a leadership role in addressing the issue of 
climate change through legal, policy, finan-
cial, and educational mechanisms; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

261. Also, a petition of Conservation 
Groups, relative to a Resolution requesting a 
rehearing of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission’s ‘‘Order on Ten-Year Summary 
Report’’; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

262. Also, a petition of the City Council of 
Atlanta, Georgia, relative to Resolution No. 
08-R-0857 requesting that the Congress of the 

United States restore and protect funding for 
proven public safety programs; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

263. Also, a petition of the North Carolina 
State Council of the Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, relative to Resolution 
No. 6 supporting any resolution or joint reso-
lution proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States establishing 
English as the official language of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

264. Also, a petition of the North Carolina 
State Council of the Junior Order United 
American Mechanics, relative to Resolution 
No. 4 demanding that the Congress of the 
United States find common language that 
will bring the immigration issues to a reso-
lution; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

265. Also, a petition of the Village of Elida, 
Ohio, relative to Resolution No. 337-2008 ex-
pressing opposition to H.R. 3359, ‘‘Mobile 
Workforce State Income Tax Fairness and 

Simplification Act of 2007’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

266. Also, a petition of the State Bar of 
California, San Francisco, California, rel-
ative to a Resolution urging consideration of 
legislation to revise the penalty provisions 
in the Internal Revenue Code, as addressed 
by H.R. 4318; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

267. Also, a petition of the City Council of 
New Orleans, Louisiana, relative to Resolu-
tion No. R-07-438 supporting any and all ef-
forts to establish the City of New Orleans as 
the host location for all DR-CAFTA institu-
tional activity; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

268. Also, a petition of the Korean Amer-
ican Elected Officials Coalition, relative to a 
Resolution urging the consideration and 
passing of the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agree-
ment before the end of the 110th Congress; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable BEN-
JAMIN L. CARDIN, a Senator from the 
State of Maryland. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Our Father in heaven, we thank You 

for the beautiful differences in the 
human family, for its varied shapes and 
sizes, its features and colors, its abili-
ties and talents. Deliver us from the 
forces that would destroy our unity by 
eliminating our diversity. 

Bless the Members of this body. Help 
them in their debates to distinguish be-
tween substance and semantics, be-
tween rhetoric and reality. Free them 
from personal and partisan preoccupa-
tions that would defeat their aspira-
tions and deprive Americans of just 
and equitable solutions. May our law-
makers avoid the works of darkness 
and put on Your armor of light. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, June 11, 2008. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, 
a Senator from the State of Maryland, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CARDIN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
my remarks and those of Senator 
MCCONNELL, there will be a period of 
morning business for 1 hour, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. The majority will 
control the first 30 minutes; the Repub-
licans will control the second 30 min-
utes. 

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the 
motion to proceed to S. 3044, the Con-
sumer-First Energy Act. The first 4 
hours of debate will be equally divided 
and controlled in 30-minute alternating 
blocks of time, with the majority con-
trolling the first 30 minutes and Repub-
licans controlling the next 30 minutes. 

Upon conclusion of the controlled 
time, Senators will be permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

As a reminder, yesterday, I filed clo-
ture on the motion to proceed to S. 
3101, the Medicare Improvements for 
Patients and Providers Act. That clo-
ture vote will occur tomorrow morn-
ing. 

f 

HIGH COST OF ENERGY 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, when Presi-
dent Bush took office, one of the air-
planes flying us to the west coast, or to 
the Midwest, or to the southern part of 
the States from Washington, DC, the 

cost of a tank of fuel for that airplane 
was 15 percent of the overall cost of the 
airline. Today, after 7 years and 6 
months of President Bush, it now costs 
those airline companies almost 50 per-
cent of the total costs. So it has gone 
from 15 percent to almost 50 percent. 

All over America, airlines are elimi-
nating flights that are full. Why? Be-
cause those airplanes cost too much to 
run. Every airplane flying across 
America today is losing money—every 
commercial airline—because the cost 
of fuel is so high. Think about that. 
Eighty-five percent of the cost of an 
airline could be other things when 
President Bush took office; now it is 50 
percent. Airlines are in deep trouble. 

I repeat, airplanes taking off from 
Washington, DC, or other places in 
America, and are full, with every seat 
taken, those flights are being elimi-
nated because that type of airplane 
uses too much fuel. They are doing ev-
erything they can to eliminate the 
need for extra fuel. They are hosing 
down airplanes to save a quart of fuel 
here and there. 

Mr. President, it is a desperate situa-
tion that the American airline indus-
try has. In addition, our airlines are 
having difficulty competing with the 
European airlines. They pay in euros; 
we pay in dollars. We pay approxi-
mately, let’s say, $1.40 per gallon—we 
know that is wrong, but the mathe-
matical calculation is the same—and 
Europe pays about 80 cents. We cannot 
compete. 

Mr. President, when President Bush 
took office, a gallon of gasoline in a 
motor vehicle was less than $1.50. Now, 
this morning, it is announced that the 
average cost in America is over $4.05 a 
gallon. That is what has happened dur-
ing the Bush administration. 

The day before yesterday, I met with 
the National Association of Manufac-
turers. The biggest concern they have 
is the cost of energy. One relatively 
small American manufacturer who has 
been quite successful—totally Amer-
ican—said this year, so far he has to 
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borrow or come up with another $6 mil-
lion—he doesn’t know where he is 
going to get it—just to take care of the 
problems attributed to rising energy 
cost. 

In spite of all this, in spite of the 
problems we face in America today 
with gasoline, people are trying to take 
public transportation when they can, 
but in rural America there is very lit-
tle public transportation. Vacations 
are being stopped. In spite of all this, 
yesterday, the Republicans stopped us 
from going forward on legislation that 
would ease some of the problems. 

For example, in the matter we are 
talking about when morning business 
closes, we think it is time to look at 
the subsidies the oil companies get. 
During the past year, they made about 
$250 billion in profits—net profits. Yet 
we subsidize these oil companies. We 
believe that should be looked at close-
ly. 

We also believe we should look at a 
windfall profits tax. We also believe— 
and there is bipartisan support for this; 
Senator SPECTER talked about this, 
and Senator KOHL is our major mover 
on this issue on this side—OPEC schol-
ars believe, and members of our Judici-
ary Committee believe they are vio-
lating the Sherman Antitrust Act. But 
there is a question as to whether they 
are subject to that. What these Sen-
ators and others want to do—and that 
is part of our legislation—is make 
them subject to the antitrust laws in 
this country. They make most of their 
money in America. Why shouldn’t our 
laws apply? We were stopped from 
going forward to debate that issue. 

There is a school of thought today 
that believes the problems with the 
cost of oil are based on speculation— 
pure speculation. If the Presiding Offi-
cer wanted to leave and buy a share of 
General Motors or Ford stock—and 
Kirk Kerkorian is buying about 1 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of Ford stock 
today—if you want to buy stock in 
Ford or General Motors today, you 
would have to put up 50 cents, which is 
your margin, for every dollar you buy. 
But not with oil. Some margins with 
oil are 3 to 5 percent. There is a lot of 
speculation going on. 

We wanted to take a look at that 
but, no, the Republicans said: We are 
not even going to let you legislate on 
that matter. It seems to me that is 
what we should do. If they don’t like 
our proposal, let’s do something they 
think would be appropriate. Let’s legis-
late. 

Mr. President, I think it is pretty 
clear we cannot produce our way out of 
the problems we have with energy. 
Take ANWR and all of the offshore, 
and we in America have about 3 per-
cent of the oil in the world. So it is ob-
vious we cannot do that. Can we do a 
better job in production? Of course we 
can. We do certain things, and we have 
done certain things, such as allowing 
more offshore drilling off the coast of 
Louisiana. 

The answer to all of this is not drill, 
drill, drill. The answer is to do some-

thing to help save our world. Global 
warming is here because we have 
taken, for well more than a century, 
carbon out of the Earth and put it into 
the sky. It has caused our Earth to be 
sick. We have a fever. Global warming 
is here. So we not only have to face 
this issue and recognize we don’t need 
more fossil fuel, we need alternative 
renewable energy. That is what we 
tried to move to yesterday. The Repub-
licans would not let us. 

We have entrepreneurs in America 
who want to invest money in renewable 
energy—the Sun, the wind, geothermal. 
They want to invest, and we want to be 
able to give them tax credits as incen-
tives. But, no, not with this Republican 
minority, not with this Republican 
President. The answer is no, no, no to 
directly affecting energy costs and 
doing something to allow us to move to 
renewable energy. 

If that weren’t enough, yesterday, to 
show what is going on with the Repub-
licans and to indicate to the American 
people why they keep losing these spe-
cial elections—one in Illinois, one in 
Louisiana, and one in Mississippi—look 
what they are doing. Yesterday, the 
Judiciary Committee had a hearing on 
torture to find out why America—the 
United States of America—why we 
were torturing people who were being 
picked up for being suspected terror-
ists. All we wanted to do is hold a hear-
ing. No. In the Senate, if you don’t 
want a hearing to go forward, and we 
have been in session for more than 2 
hours, you can stop it. So we had to re-
cess the Senate to go ahead with the 
hearing anyway. 

They do not even want us to do over-
sight. So we are going to come today 
and talk about the calamity facing 
America with the oil prices. The Pre-
siding Officer and I just left a meeting 
of people concerned about food—food. 
Senator DORGAN from North Dakota in-
dicated that the cost of fertilizer in the 
small, sparsely populated State of 
North Dakota, in 1 year, has gone from 
$400 million to $800 million. Those 
farmers are trying to figure out a way 
to pay for that. People all around that 
table were people concerned about 
food. The problem is energy costs. 

Yet in the Senate, we are not allowed 
to debate that because Republicans 
want to maintain the status quo. The 
status quo will not be maintained 
much longer. We may have to put up 
with President Bush and his policies 
for 7 months, if he is not willing to 
work with us. We may have to put up 
with the obstructionism of the Repub-
licans for another 7 months, but the 
day is going to change come November 
when the elections are held because we 
will no longer have the slim majority 
we have now, and we will be able to 
legislate for the American people. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

INCREASED ENERGY PRODUCTION 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-

terday, we heard, believe it or not, the 
Democratic nominee for President of 
the United States suggesting that ris-
ing gas prices aren’t the problem. I will 
say that again. Yesterday, the Demo-
cratic nominee for President of the 
United States said rising gas prices are 
not the problem. The problem, he sug-
gested, is that they have gone up too 
fast. He said he would prefer a gradual 
adjustment. The Democratic nominee 
for President said the problem is not 
that gas prices are too high, it is that 
they have gone up too fast. He would 
have preferred a gradual adjustment. 

Now, the position outlined by the 
Democratic nominee should not be a 
surprise to most Americans, given that 
Washington Democrats have repeatedly 
refused to allow increased energy pro-
duction at home even though, as we all 
know, increased supply leads to lower 
prices. It is as if they are doing every-
thing in their power to keep gas prices 
from going down. In fact, the Repub-
licans in the Senate offered a proposal 
a few weeks ago, which would have 
dealt with the inadequate amount of 
domestic supply, and we were blocked 
by the majority. They simply refused 
to have a debate on the possibility of 
opening domestic supplies. 

Whether it is shutting down domestic 
exploration in large areas, both on-
shore and offshore, or instituting a 
moratorium on oil shale development, 
which this new Washington Democratic 
majority in Congress did, increasing 
the gas tax or refusing to pursue coal 
to liquid, Democrats long ago imple-
mented a gradual adjustment, as the 
Democratic nominee for President sug-
gested yesterday, a gradual adjustment 
on gas prices that is reflected today in 
the $4.05 Americans are paying for a 
gallon of gas. Kentucky families do not 
need a gradual adjustment to their 
pocketbooks. They need a solution for 
their pain at the pump. 

We have seen a lot of recent converts 
over the last few months suddenly ad-
vocating for lower gas prices, but their 
long-time advocacy for limiting domes-
tic supply and increasing the gas tax 
has brought us to where we are today. 
Recycling the same failed ideas from 
the 1970s and increasing our reliance on 
Middle Eastern oil only makes the 
problem worse. I wish to be perfectly 
clear, at a time of record gas prices, we 
do not need to tax them even higher or 
make American consumers be even 
more reliant on Middle Eastern oil. 

The American people want us to ad-
dress high gas prices, and we should do 
so the only way that will have a last-
ing impact: by increasing domestic 
supply in an environmentally respon-
sible way and increasing American jobs 
in the process. 

When our friends on the other side 
agree to do the same, we will believe 
they are serious about lowering gas 
prices. Until then, we will be left to 
conclude that all they support is a 
gradual adjustment advocated yester-
day by their nominee. 
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What we have had is a situation 

where one side does not want to do 
anything to address the supply problem 
and suggest things that will only make 
gas prices higher. The other side has 
said: We are willing to do a balanced 
energy approach. Last year, we joined 
with the majority to increase the cor-
porate average fuel economy for auto-
mobiles. That is an important step in 
the right direction on the conservation 
side. We are anxious to see us move as 
rapidly as possible to the kinds of auto-
mobiles that are more efficient and 
less reliant on gasoline. 

But it is absurd, it is nonsense to 
suggest that you can rule out of 
bounds, for example, roughly 85 percent 
of the Outer Continental Shelf, even 
when we have States that want to go 
offshore. Take Virginia. Last year, Vir-
ginia, represented by one Democratic 
Senator and one Republican Senator, 
wanted to open their Outer Continental 
Shelf. The Senate would not give them 
permission to do it. Why in the world 
would we want to deny a State which is 
willing to explore offshore the oppor-
tunity to do it, particularly in a time 
when gasoline prices are so high? 

We welcome this debate. It is a most 
important issue in the country today. 
Republicans are comforted by the fact 
that a growing number of opinion polls 
in the country indicate that a greater 
percentage of Americans get it. One of 
the most interesting surveys is the one 
by the respected independent polling 
organization Gallup a little over a 
week ago that indicated, on the issue 
of going into wilderness areas in a lim-
ited way and the Outer Continental 
Shelf where States are willing to do it, 
the American public now favored that 
57 to 41. That is a total change from a 
year ago when the numbers were 
roughly equal. 

The American people understand this 
is a problem we can do something 
about ourselves. We are the No. 3 oil 
producer in the world. The Saudis are 
No. 1. The Russians are No. 2. They do 
not think it makes sense for us to con-
tinue to beg foreigners, particularly 
those with unstable regimes, to solve 
this problem for us when we could take 
it in our own hands and, in an environ-
mentally sensitive way, dramatically 
increase our production at home. 

So this is a great debate about the 
most important issue in the country, 
and Republicans are certainly anxious 
to engage in this debate. We will be dis-
cussing this issue all day today and, in 
all likelihood, every day for the fore-
seeable future. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3098 
Mr. President, on another matter— 

and I have alerted my friend, the ma-
jority leader, because I think he may 
well wish to object—I wish to shortly 
propound a consent request. Let me 
say the consent request I will be asking 
for will basically, if agreed to, allow 
the callup of the bill S. 3098, which is 
the McConnell-Kyl-Grassley bill, which 
includes a 1-year AMT patch which was 
omitted in the House bill that the Sen-

ate did not agree to go forward with 
yesterday and extends the provisions 
that expired in 2007 for 2 years. This is 
a 1-year longer extension than was in 
the House bill we voted on yesterday. 

S. 3098 does not include any tax 
hikes, reflecting the position of 41 Sen-
ators taken in a letter to Senator BAU-
CUS on April 23 of this year. However, 
the Republican alternative also in-
cludes the Ensign-Cantwell energy tax 
incentives which was approved by the 
Senate by a vote of 88 to 8. 

In addition, S. 3098 does not contain 
the New York City earmark which was 
in the bill yesterday, the tax break for 
trial lawyers which was in the bill yes-
terday or the Davis-Bacon expansion 
which was in the bill yesterday. Any or 
all of those, of course, would draw a 
veto from the President and would 
make it impossible for us to get this 
extender package into law. 

On balance, this is a bill that could 
pass the Senate and be signed by the 
President. I would hope we would pass 
it as soon as possible. 

Having explained what is in the 
measure, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the pending motion be tempo-
rarily set aside and that I be recog-
nized in order to move to proceed to S. 
3098, the Alternative Minimum Tax and 
Extenders Tax Relief Act, and to file 
cloture on that motion. I further ask 
that if the motion to proceed to S. 3098 
is adopted, no other pending business 
be displaced, with the vote occurring 
today after morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Objection is heard. 
The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, people who 

are listening to and watching this dis-
cussion must go back and understand 
George Orwell set forth a principle in 
his book ‘‘1984’’ that has become known 
as Orwellian. What that means is what 
the person is saying, they mean the di-
rect opposite. 

This is so hard to respond to in a 
calm, deliberative manner. We want to 
legislate. The proposal the distin-
guished Republican leader suggested is 
an amendment we might find a way to 
approach, but shouldn’t we get on the 
bill? I don’t understand this. I don’t un-
derstand this. They talk about the way 
to solve the problems of energy in 
America is to keep drilling, and now 
they are talking about drilling in wil-
derness areas—pristine areas in which 
they want to start drilling. 

We have 3 percent of the oil in the 
world, counting everything—ANWR, all 
those other things. We cannot produce 
our way out of the problems we have. 
Sixty-five percent of the oil we use we 
import. So it seems logical to everyone 
the thing we should do is stop import-
ing oil. We can produce a little more, 
and we should do that, but the way to 
get out of this problem is to move to 
alternative energy. 

In this debate, with these gas prices 
as high as they have ever been in the 

history of America, more than $4.05 a 
gallon, where is George Bush, the 
President? Why isn’t he talking about 
this? Why isn’t he talking about this? 
He hasn’t talked about it for the last 2 
months. Where is JOHN MCCAIN? Does 
he favor, as obviously he does, the ob-
structionism of the Republicans in the 
Senate to allow us to go forward and 
debate gas prices? That is what we 
want to do. 

I made very clear what is in our bill. 
There is nothing so difficult to under-
stand. We believe the cost of oil is driv-
en up by these margins that are out of 
whack. We want to legislate and say 
let’s take a look at that. We believe 
the OPEC nations are being unfair to 
America. Shouldn’t we be able to take 
a look at that? We believe there are 
windfall profits that should be directed 
back to the American people. We be-
lieve the subsidies to major oil compa-
nies should be taken away, and we be-
lieve we should be able to do something 
about alternative energy. 

Each step of the way, the Repub-
licans have blocked us from doing that. 
I don’t understand why we can’t go for-
ward and legislate such as this body 
has done for more than 230 years. Sen-
ator STABENOW was here yesterday— 
now we put Velcro on the numbers be-
cause they change. Everything we do 
we have to go around the obstructions 
put up by the Republicans. Now the 
chart has 75 filibusters. We have 
Velcro, and we can add numbers to it. 
But remember, these acts of obstruc-
tionism by the Republicans are signifi-
cant, and they are stopping us from 
doing the American people’s business. 

I hope we can move into a time where 
we can legislate. We are going to talk 
about gas prices today, and the Amer-
ican people, while we are talking about 
gas prices, are filling their tanks at 
these outrageous prices, with the Re-
publicans not letting us move to this 
legislation. In the meantime, George 
Bush, the President, and JOHN MCCAIN, 
the nominee, are being silent as to 
what should happen. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
problem, I say to my good friend, the 
majority leader, is he wants to dictate 
the terms of the debate in the Senate, 
as if we were in the House. What he has 
done repeatedly, of course, is filed 
needless cloture motions and then 
filled the tree. All this parliamentary 
gobbledygook, I guess, is confusing to 
the American public. But the Senate 
has historically been a freewheeling 
place, where both sides had to cast dif-
ficult votes. 

I remember when my party was in 
the majority. Senator Lott and Sen-
ator Frist used to say to all of us: The 
price of being in the majority is you 
have to cast a significant number of 
bad votes in order to get a bill through. 
My good friend, the Democratic leader, 
has decided he wants to protect his 
Members from having to cast votes 
they don’t like. So what he does, 
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through a parliamentary procedure 
that is permissible in the Senate, is 
make it impossible for the minority to 
offer amendments that they want and, 
of course, the minority’s reaction to 
that is to not let a bill without any of 
their imprint succeed. 

With regard to the substantive issue 
that is before us, the Los Angeles 
Times, certainly not anywhere near a 
conservative newspaper, in criticizing 
both sides on the gas price issue, this 
morning had this to say about the pro-
posals my good friend and most in his 
party are advocating—windfall profits 
tax and the effort to sue OPEC. This is 
what the L.A. Times had to say this 
morning: 

Exhibit A in the case against congressional 
Democrats as wise stewards of the energy 
economy is which failed to advance Tuesday 
after it got too few votes to head off a fili-
buster. It would have imposed a windfall- 
profits tax on oil companies and allowed the 
U.S. attorney general to sue OPEC on anti-
trust grounds, among other things. 

They are describing the central pro-
visions of the bill we decided not to go 
forward with yesterday. And this is 
what they had to say about those two 
proposals: 

Trying to find an economist who thinks a 
windfall profits tax is a good idea is like 
searching for a climatologist who thinks 
global warming is caused by trees. 

This is one of the most liberal edi-
torial pages in America. Let me say it 
again. This is what they said about the 
windfall profits tax: 

Trying to find an economist who thinks a 
windfall profits tax is a good idea is like 
searching for a climatologist who thinks 
global warming is caused by trees. Such a 
tax unfairly targets the oil industry, which 
is already amply taxed and whose profits 
aren’t far out of line with other U.S. indus-
tries when considered as a percentage of 
sales. It also would discourage oil companies 
from investing in new supply, which is pre-
cisely what happened when Congress imposed 
a similar tax in 1980. The result might be 
even higher oil prices. 

We have been there and we have done 
this. We know what happens. 

That’s nothing compared with the lunacy 
of taking the Organization of the Petroleum 
Exporting Countries to court, though. That 
would invite retaliation by OPEC members, 
which could seize the assets of U.S. compa-
nies doing business overseas. More likely, 
there would be a subtler response, such as 
production slowdowns that would cause oil 
prices to skyrocket. 

One of the most liberal editorial 
pages in America about what my good 
friend the majority leader is suggesting 
is somehow, some way, the solution to 
higher oil prices at the pump. 

This is a debate we welcome. We in-
tend to participate vigorously today. 
There is no way—I repeat, no way—to 
get a handle on this issue without tak-
ing greater advantage of the oil pro-
duction we have within our shores that 
we can explore for and develop in envi-
ronmentally sensitive ways. I think it 
is noteworthy, for example, that there 
was not a single reported example of 
spillage in the gulf during the Katrina 
hurricane. I mean, that had to be, quite 

possibly, the most devastating hurri-
cane to ever hit the United States of 
America. I am unaware of a single re-
ported example of any spillage in the 
offshore drilling that is going on in the 
gulf. 

We know how to do this, Mr. Presi-
dent. We know how to exploit our re-
sources in an environmentally sen-
sitive way. So I welcome the debate. 
We are happy to be on the subject, and 
many of my Members, of course, will be 
looking forward to discussing it during 
the course of the day. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all, 

my friend’s statement about the L.A. 
Times is as Orwellian as his statement 
about wanting to cast votes. Under-
stand, everybody, that he means just 
the opposite. They do not want to cast 
any votes, so that is why they are pre-
venting us from debating this legisla-
tion. He said we are making it impos-
sible. That is Orwellian. They are the 
ones stopping us from debating. 

I would suggest to my friend that the 
L.A. Times is not some liberal news-
paper. It has been purchased by one of 
the most conservative men in America 
today. He owns a chain of newspapers. 
He announced yesterday he is going to 
cut the news of the L.A. Times by 50 
percent because the newspaper is going 
broke. So it is not a liberal editorial 
page. 

But assuming that we understand the 
Orwellian-speak from the Republican 
side, let me read a little more from the 
same editorial he talked about. 

Republicans are just as short of good ideas. 
Their big strategy on oil is to open up the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to drilling. 
A recent report by the Energy Information 
Agency showed that there is anywhere be-
tween 5.7 billion and 16 billion barrels of ‘‘re-
coverable’’ oil in the refuge. Depending on 
where the actual number falls in that range, 
it could eventually reduce the price of oil by 
between 41 cents and $1.44 a barrel. Given 
that oil is trading at about $135 a barrel, 
that’s not much—and the price reduction 
wouldn’t occur until 2026. In fact, it would 
take at least a decade to extract a drop from 
the refuge even if drilling were approved to-
morrow. The land is more valuable as a pris-
tine home for threatened species. 

So, Mr. President, again, everything 
we have heard this morning, as I have 
indicated, everything we have heard 
from the minority is just the opposite 
factually. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, of 
course the editorial was critical of both 
sides, which illustrates the point. In 
order to function in the Senate, the 
majority leader is not going to be al-
lowed to say: Oh, I will allow you 
amendments, but I get to pick them. 
Every time we have had a serious issue 
come before the Senate, the best offer 
we have had in recent months has been: 
Oh, sure, we will have amendments, 
but I want to see them first and there 
are going to be a limited number. I 
can’t think of much major legislation 
that has been able to go forward that 
way unless it enjoys overwhelming sup-
port on both sides of the aisle—for ex-

ample, the supplemental to provide 
funding for our troops in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, where we have such broad 
support that there is widespread co-
operation going forward. Normally, the 
way the Senate legislates is to let the 
Senate legislate. 

I mean, my goodness, I mentioned 
this last week, and I will mention it 
again. The last sort of major, huge 
piece of legislation related to the envi-
ronment was the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990. We had 180 amendments 
in the Senate, and it was a 5-week de-
bate. It was a big, major, significant 
proposal in which both sides partici-
pated. It was a time in which Senator 
Mitchell was the Democratic leader 
and there was a Republican named 
Bush in the White House. That is the 
way we used to do business around here 
on major environmental legislation. 

And I would say to my good friend 
that I understand the demands he has 
within his conference to protect his 
members from bad votes and the great 
desire to try to shut down the minor-
ity, but it just doesn’t work that way 
in the Senate. And I think we ought to, 
on these big issues where there is a 
broad difference of opinion, go to these 
bills in a freewheeling and open way 
and explain to Members on both sides— 
I will explain to mine and he can ex-
plain to his—that the price for moving 
legislation in the Senate is that once 
in a while you have to cast a vote on 
something you wish you didn’t. That is 
the price for doing major important 
legislation. I wish we could get back to 
that. It is obviously not going to hap-
pen today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, remember 

the Orwellian-speak from the other 
side. Everything that my friend has 
said, just the opposite is factual. We 
would love to take votes. They won’t 
let us take votes. As with global warm-
ing, we offered two amendments, three 
amendments, six amendments, ger-
mane, relevant. We tried every possible 
procedure, and they said: No, you can’t 
do that. 

Mr. President, that is how we feel 
about this legislation. We believe and 
we have acknowledged that our legisla-
tion is not perfect, but it is good legis-
lation. If we could get to it, we believe 
it would allow for debate on how to 
lower gas prices in the short term and, 
with the alternative renewable energy, 
that it would allow us to look down the 
road and do something that is very sig-
nificant for the long term. But they 
won’t let us legislate on anything. For 
them to come and say: We don’t want 
to take tough votes, well, we will take 
tough votes, easy votes, medium votes, 
anything. They won’t let us. That is 
why we have 75 filibusters, and the 
number keeps going up. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to a period of 
morning business for up to 1 hour, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the 
time equally divided and controlled be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the majority controlling 
the first half and the Republicans con-
trolling the final half. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington. 

f 

AWARDING OF DEFENSE 
CONTRACTS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, last 
week the Defense Secretary took his-
toric action by forcing out both the Air 
Force Secretary, Michael Wynne, and 
its Chief of Staff, Michael Moseley. It 
was the first time ever that a Defense 
Secretary has simultaneously dis-
missed a service secretary and a serv-
ice chief, and he did so after finding 
systemic problems in the Air Force 
that led him to have a serious lack of 
confidence in their leadership and over-
sight. 

I have come to the floor today be-
cause Secretary Gates’s move raises 
red flags about many of the Air Force’s 
recent actions, including the decision 
to award a $35 billion contract to build 
the next generation of aerial refueling 
tankers to the European company Air-
bus instead of Boeing. This is one of 
the largest contracts in history, and it 
is critically important. Our tankers re-
fuel planes and aircraft from every sin-
gle branch of our military. As long as 
we control the technology to build 
them, we control our skies and we con-
trol our own security. So I was as-
tounded when the Air Force announced 
in February that it would award this 
contract to Airbus, and here is why. 

Airbus and its parent company, Euro-
pean Aeronautic Defense and Space, or 
EADS, have made no secret of their de-
sire to dismantle the U.S. aerospace in-
dustry, and we have seen time and 
again that Europe is willing to try any-
thing in order to do that. EADS is so 
flooded with subsidies from the Euro-
pean Union that we, the United States, 
have accused the EU of illegal business 
practices before the World Trade Orga-
nization. EADS has lied repeatedly 
about its contribution to the U.S. econ-
omy, and EADS has given us more than 
one reason to question how hard it will 
work to protect our security interests. 

Given this history, I have asked re-
peatedly over the last 3 months that 
Air Force leaders explain how they 
came to their decision. After all, the 
Air Force is well aware of these con-
cerns, and I believe the American tax-
payers deserve answers. But I have 
been stonewalled again and again. As 
the Pentagon moves to restore its lead-
ership in the Air Force, I hope we will 
finally get some answers. 

Let me begin today by talking about 
the unfair trade practices that led the 

United States to challenge Europe at 
the World Trade Organization. 

Back in 1970, several European gov-
ernments created Airbus to challenge 
our country’s aerospace dominance. 
But unlike Boeing, which is a private 
business operating in a free-market 
system, Airbus followed the corporate 
welfare model. Europe views Airbus as 
a jobs program, and it is willing to pro-
vide subsidies no matter what, even if 
they lose money and even if their prod-
ucts fail. That means Airbus can grow 
without having to assume the same 
kind of risk American companies do. 

The U.S. Trade Representative is so 
concerned that this has created an un-
even playing field that we have de-
manded that Europe stop the subsidies 
and play by the rules. As I said earlier, 
because of Europe’s illegal tactics, our 
Government now has a WTO case pend-
ing against the EU. So I think it would 
make absolutely no sense that we 
would on the one hand haul Airbus be-
fore an international dispute settle-
ment organization while on the other 
hand award it one of the largest de-
fense contracts in history, a contract 
that will make it a major U.S. defense 
supplier for decades and further erode 
the American aerospace industry. It is 
as if you caught a thief in the act of 
stealing your car, but instead of turn-
ing him in, you hand him the keys and 
you give him your wallet too. 

It is not just a matter of one govern-
ment branch contradicting another. It 
was that illegal system that allowed 
Airbus to develop the A330. Airbus’s 
tanker received millions of dollars in 
launch aid, which significantly reduced 
its production costs. Europe is now un-
fairly using that break to get into our 
defense industry. The result could be 
significant permanent harm to our 
aerospace industry. 

Boeing spent decades developing the 
technology and training the workforce 
to supply our military tankers. Boeing 
has made American refueling tankers 
now for more than 50 years. Our work-
ers have made them with pride because 
they know they help to fortify our 
military strength. But with this Air 
Force decision, we are letting all of 
that slip away. Once our workers move 
on to something else, we just can’t 
recreate this industry overnight. So I 
think we, as a Congress and as a na-
tion, need to think long and hard about 
whether that is the best decision for 
our national security. 

But it isn’t just Europe’s record of 
subsidizing EADS that I am concerned 
about. EADS and Airbus also have a 
long history of creating slick mar-
keting campaigns that distort their 
contribution to our economy. So I 
want to turn to that next because I 
fear EADS is being less than honest 
about its plans to create jobs with this 
tanker contract. 

Five years ago, when Airbus was first 
working to unravel Boeing’s tanker 
contract, Airbus and EADS hired a 
small army of PR specialists to assert 
to us that their business was good for 
America. 

As you can imagine, I was skeptical 
so I asked the Commerce Department 
to investigate their claims, and guess 
what they found. They found that 
Airbus’s numbers were hugely inflated. 
Airbus claimed it had created 100,000 
American jobs, but after looking into 
it the Commerce Department found the 
real number was 500. Airbus said it con-
tracted with 800 U.S. firms. The Com-
merce Department found it was 250. 

Then Airbus did something funny—it 
decreased the number of contracts it 
said it made from 800 down to 300, and 
then it increased the alleged value of 
those contracts from $5 billion to $6 
billion a year. 

As I said at the time, you cannot 
trust Airbus’s funny numbers. The 
same is true today. When you scruti-
nize the facts, Airbus’s numbers do not 
hold up. This time, Airbus says it will 
finish these tankers here in the United 
States at a factory in Alabama. But 
there is no plant in Alabama. It has not 
been built and there are no workers yet 
hired. 

Economists are now saying we are 
actually going to lose jobs if Airbus 
supplies our tankers. A study last week 
by the nonpartisan Economic Policy 
Institute shows that Boeing would cre-
ate at least twice as many American 
jobs as Airbus. In other words, we 
stand to lose as many as 14,000 jobs 
here in the United States with this Air 
Force contract to Airbus. I cannot 
think of a worse time for our Nation to 
have this decision. Last month our 
country saw the biggest increase in un-
employment in more than two decades, 
and that was on top of the mortgage 
and credit crisis and the skyrocketing 
gas prices we have been hearing about 
this morning. 

The Air Force said it did not have to 
consider jobs when it considered 
Airbus’s bid, so it has not even tried to 
justify that decision. But I believe that 
as Members of Congress who represent 
the American people, we have a respon-
sibility to look long and hard at wheth-
er this contract is in the best interests 
of America, its workers, and its econ-
omy—especially at a time when our 
families are struggling to get by. 

Finally, I have some very serious 
concerns about giving a company 
owned by foreign governments control 
over our military technology. Airbus 
and EADS have given us plenty of rea-
son to worry about how hard they 
might work to protect our security in-
terests. Let me give a couple of exam-
ples. In 2005, EADS was caught trying 
to sell military helicopters to Iran. De-
spite our concern about Iran’s support 
of terrorists in Iraq and despite their 
efforts to develop nuclear weapons, 
they were caught trying to sell mili-
tary helicopters to Iran. In 2006, EADS 
tried to sell C–295 and CN–235 transport 
and patrol planes to Venezuela. That is 
a circumvention of United States law. 

As with the other questions I have 
raised today, I have repeatedly asked 
the Air Force whether we, the United 
States, can trust a foreign company to 
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keep our military’s best interests in 
mind, particularly one that has a his-
tory of trying to sell weapons of mili-
tary technology to unfriendly coun-
tries. 

Mr. President, I ask for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator is recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
not received answers to those questions 
either. This is a critically important 
matter. What happens if France or 
Russia—which, by the way, is pushing 
to increase its stake in EADS—want to 
slow down our military capacity be-
cause they do not like our policies? Do 
we want another country to have that 
kind of control for decades to come— 
especially given the concerns the De-
fense Secretary has now raised about 
decisionmaking and leadership at the 
Air Force? I think we have to push for 
an explanation before we move forward 
on this contract. 

I have detailed this morning three 
very serious concerns about Airbus and 
EADS. The facts are clear. When it 
comes to international trade, EADS 
doesn’t play fair. It has repeatedly lied 
about its impact on our economy and it 
has more than once given us reason to 
worry about how hard it will work to 
protect our security interests. 

The bidding process for the tanker 
contract was so flawed that Boeing 
filed its first ever protest of a defense 
contract decision with the GAO, and 
we are waiting for that decision. But 
we need to remember the GAO can only 
look at whether the Air Force followed 
the procurement laws and regulations. 
It cannot answer whether the Air Force 
should have awarded that contract in 
the first place. We, Congress, have to 
ask those questions. 

I have raised those questions in hear-
ings, in letters to Pentagon officials, 
and in face-to-face meetings, yet no 
one at the Air Force or the Pentagon 
or the White House has begun to jus-
tify why we should award a $35 billion 
contract to supply the linchpin of our 
military strength to a company that 
another branch of our Government has 
accused of illegal business practices, 
one that distorts its records, and does 
not have our national security inter-
ests at heart. 

As I said at the beginning of my re-
marks, the Defense Secretary has 
raised serious questions about the lead-
ership and oversight at the Air Force. 
Given those concerns, we here in the 
Senate and the Congress must examine 
this contract carefully, demand the Air 
Force explain its decision, and consider 
whether it is in our Nation’s best inter-
ests to move forward on this contract. 
We owe it to our taxpayers. We owe it 
to our servicemembers. I hope with 
new leadership and oversight at Air 
Force, we will get those answers. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Arkansas is 
recognized. 

GAS PRICES 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I wish to 
follow up on something the two leaders 
were talking about a few minutes ago, 
and that is gas prices are a very serious 
issue in this country, certainly in my 
State. Everywhere I go in Arkansas, 
people ask me about it. I encourage all 
of our colleagues, Democrats and Re-
publicans, House and Senate, let’s all 
work together and try to do something. 
Certainly it is going to take a Hercu-
lean effort to get President Bush to 
change his policy on gas prices, but I 
hope we could all work together, find 
some consensus, and move forward on 
some meaningful legislation to try to 
bring relief to people today on gas 
prices. 

f 

HONORING COACH JOHN 
MCDONNELL 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor today to talk about a great 
Arkansan, a fellow—I am holding his 
picture up here—whom most Ameri-
cans do not recognize. Pretty much ev-
erybody in Arkansas knows him. He is 
a household name in our State. 

It is with great pleasure I rise today 
to honor the career of a great Arkan-
san, a track and field icon, known not 
just in Arkansas but around the world. 
Following the NCAA Outdoor Track 
and Field Championships this week, 
Coach John McDonnell will retire after 
36 years at The University of Arkansas. 

Walking past the trophy cases lining 
Bud Walton Arena at the University of 
Arkansas, you will note the Razorback 
track team has been a winner over and 
over again under the leadership of 
Coach John McDonnell. He has accu-
mulated more National Championships 
than any other coach in the history of 
college athletics. But his commitment 
to track and the UofA goes beyond the 
finish line. His athletes will tell you 
that Coach McDonnell motivated them 
and set high standards on and off the 
track. He taught them about integrity, 
character and teamwork—traits they 
continue to apply in their career and 
lives today. 

Dr. B. Alan Sugg, president of the 
University of Arkansas system, said it 
best when he described Coach McDon-
nell as ‘‘a world-class coach because he 
is a world-class leader.’’ 

He started his track career at South-
western Louisiana, now Louisiana-La-
fayette, where he was a six-time All- 
American in cross country and track. 
He also was the 1966–67 AAU 3,000– 
meter champion, and he won the mile 
at the 1966 British Selection Games. 

He began helping other athletes 
achieve their own success as a coach 
for 2 years at New Providence, NJ and 
at Lafayette, LA before embarking on 
a dedicated and determined career 
coaching the Razorbacks. He accepted 
the job at Arkansas over a similar offer 
from Oklahoma, he says, because the 
terrain of northwest Arkansas re-
minded him of his home in Ireland. 

I am going to hold up a sign here. 
When you drive into Fayetteville, you 
see this sign. It says, ‘‘Welcome to 
Fayetteville, Track Capital of the 
World; 42 NCAA Track and Field Cham-
pionships.’’ You will notice this ‘‘42’’ is 
like a little flip chart because we won 
so many times, I think after maybe 25 
or so, the highway department said we 
can’t keep replacing this sign every 
time he wins a title, so now all they do 
is change that number out. Let me tell 
you, it changes frequently. 

His record of wins as a coach is re-
markable. He has won 42 NCAA Na-
tional Championships since 1984: 11 in 
cross country, 19 indoor track cham-
pionships, and 12 outdoor track cham-
pionships. This includes 12 consecutive 
NCAA indoor track championships 
from 1984–1995. During this streak he 
won the triple crown five times includ-
ing three in a row from 1991–1994. 

He has been relentless in his pursuit 
of conference championships as well, 
winning 84 conference championships 
since 1974 including 38 in the old South-
west Conference and 46 in the South-
eastern Conference. Did I mention 20 
conference triple crowns since 1982, in-
cluding 8 straight between 1987–1995? 

Alberto Salazar, a Nike executive 
and world-class marathoner said ‘‘John 
McDonnell has been the most success-
ful and the best coach in the United 
States from the 1980s on.’’ He goes on 
to say, ‘‘his teams have continued to 
get better and better . . . he has set the 
standard for all other coaches to fol-
low.’’ 

While being a winning coach he also 
focused on development of his student- 
athletes, coaching 185 track All-Ameri-
cans who combined have earned 652 All- 
America honors. He has coached 23 
Olympians, spanning three decades and 
six different Olympic Games. Mike 
Conley won a gold medal in Barcelona 
and a silver medal in Los Angeles, 
Matt Hemingway earned silver in Ath-
ens, and Calvin Davis a bronze in At-
lanta. 

Seven-time NCAA champion and 
Olympian Alistair Cragg said: 

I am his creation . . . I came in here out of 
shape and had quit running. He’s got that 
hand on your shoulder that you know you 
can’t mess up, but if you do that you’re not 
going to mess up on your own. You can go 
into any race or competition with a lot of 
confidence. When he says you’re ready, 
you’re ready. It’s a reassurance. 

Moreover, Coach McDonnell produced 
55 individual national champions. His 
athletes hold 22 records, including Dan-
iel Lincoln who holds the Outdoor 
American record for the 3,000M Stee-
plechase and Tyson Gay who holds the 
200M record at the Outdoor World 
Championships. 

Coach McDonnell will continue to in-
spire student-athletes and coaches 
alike. A physical legacy has been es-
tablished by the new state of the art 
‘‘John McDonnell Field’’—a new 10,000 
seat outdoor venue which opened in 
2006 at the University of Arkansas. Ac-
companying that is the Randal Tyson 
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Track Center, a world-class indoor fa-
cility that opened in 2001. 

‘‘John built this program,’’ says 
Mike Conley, a five-time NCAA cham-
pion at Arkansas and the 1992 gold 
medal winner in the Olympic triple 
jump. 

When he recruited me and the others who 
eventually won the school’s first national 
Triple Crown, there weren’t any facilities to 
speak of. We came because we believed in 
him and what he thought he could do at Ar-
kansas. The facilities came later because of 
his success. 

With much humility and a sense of 
humor, Coach McDonnell has been 
named National Coach of the Year 12 
times in indoor track, 11 times in out-
door track and 7 times in cross coun-
try. 

That is a total of 30 National Coach 
of the Year honors. I do not want to 
forget about the 50 times he has been 
named Conference Coach of the Year, 
and the 62 times he was awarded Re-
gion Coach. The most recent award was 
winning the 2008 SEC Coach of the Year 
for outdoor track. 

It goes without saying Coach McDon-
nell has been inducted into the U.S. 
Track & Field and Cross Country 
Coaches Hall of Fame, the University 
of Arkansas Sports Hall of Honor, the 
Arkansas Sports Hall of Fame, the Uni-
versity of Southwestern Louisiana 
Sports Hall of Fame, and the Mayo 
Hall of Fame. 

Coaches and teachers live within our 
hearts and our minds for years. We re-
member their drills, their training and 
their sayings and only later realize the 
full impact they have had on our lives. 
Coach McDonnell is one of those coach-
es. 

I ask my colleagues to join me today 
in thanking and recognizing Coach 
John McDonnell on his outstanding ca-
reer and his positive influence for so 
many Razorback athletes. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Nebraska). The Senator from 
Montana. 

f 

MEDICARE IMPROVEMENTS FOR 
PATIENTS AND PROVIDERS ACT 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today I 
rise to urge passage of S. 3101, the 
Medicare Improvements for Patients 
and Providers Act. 

This is the right bill for America’s 
seniors and the health care providers 
who treat them. It is a balanced bill, 
and it enjoys strong bipartisan sup-
port. 

It hasn’t been easy to get to this 
point. I have engaged in earnest nego-
tiations with Senator GRASSLEY, Mi-
nority Leader MCCONNELL, and the ad-
ministration to reach a compromise on 
this bill. 

After several weeks of talks, it be-
came clear that we would not be able 
to reach agreement on a bill that is 
fair to both rural and urban areas, and 
that balances the need to help Amer-
ica’s seniors with the need to address 

the pending payment cut for Medicare 
providers. 

So I have worked with Democrats 
and willing Republicans to craft this 
legislation, the right legislation, and I 
urge all Senators to enthusiastically 
support it. 

There is urgency in this call for sup-
port. We must act now to block the 
cuts that Medicare’s doctors will face 
on July 1. 

This legislation gives doctors a de-
cent, measured increase in reimburse-
ment that doesn’t explode costs or ex-
cessively raise premiums. 

It includes provisions to improve the 
quality of care that is provided and, as 
is so urgently needed, increases access 
to primary care. 

It will also save lives and reduce 
costs by requiring doctors to use e-pre-
scribing by 2011 whenever they give 
Medicare patients prescriptions. 

But the legislation goes further. It 
also takes care of America’s seniors. 

First, it expands access to preventive 
services. Preventive care can identify 
health problems before they become 
health catastrophes. 

To help beneficiaries identify med-
ical conditions and risk factors early, 
this bill allows new preventive services 
to be added to the program, so long as 
they are recommended by the U.S. Pre-
ventive Services Task Force and are 
approved through regular regulatory 
channels. 

Second, the bill finally gets rid of the 
discriminatory copayment rates for 
seniors with mental illnesses. 

Many older Americans experience de-
pression and other mental health prob-
lems, but Medicare currently requires a 
much higher copayment for mental 
health services. 

That copayment is 50 percent, com-
pared to the 20 percent required for 
physical health care services. 

This legislation lowers copayments 
for seniors’ mental health services 
until they match other copays, making 
sure that seniors can afford the screen-
ing and treatment they need. 

The bill also expands the drug bene-
fit’s coverage to include benzodiaze-
pines and barbiturates used for epi-
lepsy and mental health treatment. 

Third, for low-income seniors this act 
expands programs that help with their 
out-of-pocket costs. Medicare pays 
many health costs for seniors, but 
some low-income beneficiaries need 
extra help to afford even basic care. 

And although subsidies are available 
through the Medicare Savings Pro-
grams, or MSPs, beneficiaries must 
prove their assets are low enough to 
qualify. 

The assets test for these programs 
has not been raised since 1989—even 
though the cost of living, and certainly 
the cost of medical care, have in-
creased astronomically since then. 

The bill takes an important step to 
improve access for these beneficiaries 
by increasing the level of savings that 
MSP applicants may have and still 
qualify for help. 

We also discount the value of life in-
surance policies and financial help 
from churches or family members from 
counting against a senior’s eligibility 
for assistance. 

Fourth, this bill protects seniors 
from unscrupulous marketing practices 
by private health plans. 

Countless reports have surfaced 
about aggressive, fraudulent and even 
abusive sales and marketing practices 
used by Medicare Advantage plans, the 
private plan option in Medicare. 

This legislation builds on the CMS- 
proposed rule to ban abusive marketing 
of Medicare Advantage and other plans 
once and for all. Marketing abuses are 
extensive. This legislation stops that. 

The Medicare Improvements for Pa-
tients and Providers Act takes impor-
tant steps to shore up our health care 
system in rural areas. 

It ensures that hospitals in these 
areas get the resources they need to 
keep their doors open, and expands ac-
cess to tele-health services. 

It also includes important relief for 
ambulance providers and physicians 
serving rural areas. 

Pharmacy payments are another area 
where the legislation makes important 
improvements. 

Pharmacies are an integral part of 
the health care infrastructure in Amer-
ica. 

Prescription drugs play a huge role 
in medical treatment, and many people 
see their pharmacists more regularly 
than their physicians. 

Pharmacists are also vital to the on-
going success of the Part D prescrip-
tion drug benefit. 

Changes in this bill, including fairer 
and more timely payments to those 
who dispense drugs to our nation’s sen-
ior citizens, can make the benefit work 
better for pharmacists, and thereby for 
seniors. 

Furthermore, this act would save 
valuable Medicare dollars by providing 
one, fully bundled payment for all end- 
stage renal disease-related services. 

This will improve the quality of care 
these vulnerable beneficiaries receive 
by balancing incentives and instituting 
a rigorous quality improvement pro-
gram. 

And, for the first time, dialysis facili-
ties will receive a permanent, market- 
based update to their payments each 
year, to make sure that Medicare pay-
ments keep up with their costs. 

One of the questions I am asked most 
about is how this bill would address 
Medicare Advantage payments. 

Federal spending for private Medi-
care Advantage, MA, benefit plans, in-
cluding health maintenance organiza-
tions, preferred provider organizations, 
and private fee-for-service plans, has 
grown rapidly since Congress increased 
payments for MA in the Medicare Mod-
ernization Act of 2003. 

CBO tells us that the Federal Gov-
ernment will pay these private plans 
$74 billion in 2008, at a rate 13 percent 
higher than traditional Medicare fee- 
for-service providers receive. 
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In sum, every Medicare beneficiary 

in the country, regardless of whether 
they are enrolled in an MA plan or re-
main in traditional fee for service, will 
pay $2 extra per month to subsidize 
these extra payment rates. 

Private fee-for-service plans, in par-
ticular, get a special deal that costs 
taxpayers and beneficiaries alike. 

The law doesn’t require these plans 
to sign contracts with hospitals or doc-
tors, rather, providers are ‘‘deemed’’ 
part of the network. And plans can pay 
these providers 100 percent of tradi-
tional fee-for-service rates even as they 
receive 117 percent of that rate in reim-
bursement from Medicare. 

They are also exempt from reporting 
quality measures that all other plans 
must report. In other words, they have 
a good deal. Too good of a deal. 

Another, and just as obvious, exam-
ple of how Medicare pays these plans 
too much is the double payment for in-
direct medical education, IME. So- 
called IME payments are intended to 
defray the higher patient care costs at 
facilities with graduate medical edu-
cation programs. 

But these payments are made twice: 
once to the facility itself, and again to 
Medicare Advantage plans, with no re-
quirement that plans pass the IME 
funding along to teaching hospitals. 

This bill will save taxpayers $13 bil-
lion over 5 years by requiring private- 
fee-for-service plans to form provider 
networks and eliminating the double 
payment for IME to MA plans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for an additional 3 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. It will also require pri-
vate fee-for-service plans to report on 
quality measures like other plans are 
required to do. 

Some in the Senate, and many in the 
Bush administration, oppose any re-
forms to private fee-for-service plans. 

They oppose protecting beneficiaries 
from private plans’ unscrupulous mar-
keting practices. 

Just as regretfully, they oppose ex-
panding access that poor seniors have 
to assistance with their out-of-pocket 
costs, and to evidence-based preventive 
services. 

So now we in the Congress have a 
choice. We can protect private health 
insurance plans. We can leave low-in-
come beneficiaries behind. 

We can neglect our obligations to en-
sure that the Medicare program works 
for all seniors or we can do the right 
thing. 

We can pass meaningful, bipartisan 
Medicare legislation that, yes, blocks 
the cuts to physician payments, which 
is absolutely crucial, but which does so 
much more, that brings much-needed 
relief to rural areas, improves quality, 
and cuts costs in the appropriate 
places. 

That is what we ought to do. That is 
what America’s seniors deserve. 

I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of this balanced legislation. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The Senator from 
Missouri is recognized. 

f 

ENERGY 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as I have 
said before on this floor, I think it is 
time for us to get real about energy. It 
is time for us to get real about low-
ering gas prices. 

The American people, as we all know 
if we have listened to our folks when 
we go back home, are suffering from 
record-high prices of gasoline. 

Now, in response to the record pain 
at the pump, the American people de-
serve something more than legislative 
gimmicks that raise taxes, increase 
litigation or provide political favors. It 
is a startling place many of our Demo-
cratic friends now find themselves in. 
They seem to believe that for every 
problem there is a tax increase that 
can help. 

If there is someone you do not like or 
want to take a shot at, raise their 
taxes. You have a problem that needs 
fixing, raise the taxes. We saw that 
with the climate debate last week. To 
address the issue of climate change, 
the bill proposed, and the amendment 
we did not adopt last week proposed, to 
raise energy prices $6.7 trillion to lower 
energy demand and pay for new Gov-
ernment programs and spending. 

With record-high prices for gasoline, 
climate sponsors wanted to raise gas 
prices a further 53 cents by 2030 and 
$1.40 by 2050. This week brought a new 
attempt to raise taxes. Well, last week 
some quibbled about whether the $6.7 
trillion in higher energy prices was a 
hidden tax or a hidden fee. It did not 
make much difference to the people 
who would pay it. There was no hiding 
from the fact that a tax increase is 
what the Democrats proposed this 
week. 

This week they proposed raising 
taxes on the exploration and develop-
ment of new oil supplies. You know, 
folks back home cannot believe that. 
Those looking for new sources of oil for 
the American people would pay higher 
taxes to find and deliver that oil to us. 
I have a hard time believing that too. 

But we folks from Missouri do not 
take words at their face value. We call 
ourselves the Show-Me State for a rea-
son. You need to show us how raising 
taxes would help this situation. For 
me, personally, I have not ever seen a 
time when raising taxes on something 
lowered its price or produced more of 
it. 

I think our minority leader pointed 
out the Los Angeles Times said raising 
taxes to deal with the oil supply was 
similar to a climatologist saying trees 
caused global warming. 

Well, it is economics 101, folks. Raise 
taxes, you get less of it. You increase 
exploration and development and you 

get more of it and you lower the price. 
In this case we actually have the expe-
rience about what President Carter did. 
In the mid-1970s, he pushed through 
higher taxes on domestic oil produc-
tion. 

What a disaster that was. Oil compa-
nies reduced their U.S. domestic oper-
ations and went overseas. The result 
was a greater U.S. dependance on oil 
from the Middle East, which continues 
today. Why our friends on the other 
side of the aisle would want to return 
us to the days of Jimmy Carter, I do 
not understand. 

It may feel good to some people to 
propose hurting American consumers 
by putting a tax on the oil industry or 
on the executives, it may sound good, 
but it winds up hurting the American 
people. The Democrat bill failed to get 
support. It contained other provisions 
that would hurt consumers as well. 

One section would allow the Depart-
ment of Justice to sue, to sue those 
countries for their membership and 
participation in OPEC. Now, that is a 
feel-good provision as long as you do 
not think about what would happen. 
How can anyone doubt that an OPEC 
country facing the prospects of U.S. 
lawsuits—if we could have jurisdiction 
over them, and I question that—would 
stop selling oil to the United States 
and take their oil someplace else, such 
as China. 

Again, the Democrat bill would hurt 
suffering Americans by driving oil sup-
plies away from the United States for 
fear of litigation. 

Speaking of litigation, we sure didn’t 
hear much from supporters of the bill 
about the $1.6 billion in tax breaks for 
trial lawyers hidden in the legislation 
to extend renewable energy tax credits. 
Section 311 would allow trial lawyers 
working on contingency $1.6 billion in 
tax breaks. Apparently, the suffering of 
trial lawyers is more important to 
some in the Democratic Party than the 
suffering of the American people pay-
ing record prices at the pump. The tax 
breaks for trial lawyers is one section 
before the tax provisions before film 
and television producers. Section 312 
modifies tax deductions for domestic 
film and television production. It gives 
special tax treatment for U.S. actors, 
directors, and producers. 

Obviously, I support tax breaks for 
U.S. workers. But why does the Demo-
cratic Party think tax breaks for 
American actors are more important 
than price relief for moms and dads 
suffering record gas prices? 

Why does the party on the other side 
think tax breaks for Hollywood film 
producers are more important than 
price relief for American truckers suf-
fering record diesel prices? 

At the same time the Democratic bill 
is giving tax breaks to trial lawyers in 
Hollywood, they are blocking the 
American people getting new oil sup-
plies they need to bring gas prices 
down. I am a cosponsor of a bill enti-
tled ‘‘The American Energy Production 
Act of 2008.’’ If enacted, this legislation 
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would produce up to 24 billion barrels 
of oil from U.S. domestic sources. The 
bill would allow environmentally 
friendly access to roughly 10 billion 
barrels of recoverable oil in northern 
Alaska. 

I challenge anyone who opposes open-
ing access to Alaskan oil to read the 
bill and see all of the environmental 
requirements it contains. I challenge 
them, if they haven’t done so, to go to 
the North Slope of the Bering Sea and 
see the drilling going on at Prudhoe 
Bay 45 miles to the west of ANWR. 
They have been drilling there. They 
drill in an environmentally friendly 
way. They have to put the roads in in 
midwinter, when it is 200 degrees below 
zero. They are rock roads. They don’t 
disturb the environment. As a matter 
of fact, the caribou love them. The car-
ibou herds are flourishing. The wolves 
are great. The flowers are just as good 
as they are elsewhere. The mosquitos 
are just as big as they are in the lower 
part of Alaska. That drilling is being 
done without environmental damage. 

About 30 miles to the east Canada is 
drilling. Several hundred miles to the 
west Russia is drilling. They are pro-
ducing significant amounts of oil. Oil 
drilling in Alaska or exploration in the 
deep sea or recovering oil from shale 
would take advantage of the latest, 
most modern, environmentally friendly 
drilling and development technology. 
Today we have modern oil rigs that can 
drill down and then virtually sideways 
far beneath sensitive surface areas 
needing protection. Oil rigs at sea are 
now so safe they can withstand hurri-
canes without spilling a drop of oil. 

There are thousands of oil rigs off the 
coast of Louisiana. Did anyone hear a 
report about an oil spill after Hurri-
cane Katrina? No. Because it didn’t 
happen. 

This is the kind of environmentally 
protective technology we would use to 
open oil reserves in the seabed off 
America’s coasts. Experts know of at 
least 14 billion barrels of oil off our At-
lantic and Pacific coasts so far out to 
sea they couldn’t be seen from shore. 
There may be many more. There are 
much higher estimates. This number is 
probably an understatement because 
they have not even mapped many of 
these areas and explored for oil re-
serves. We also have a massive supply 
of oil in oil shale in the mountains of 
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. The 
shale is so thick with oil one can smell 
and feel it in the rocks. With oil at $10 
a barrel, it was too cheap to make oil 
shale affordable in the 1970s and 1980s, 
but prices at even half of today’s level 
would be enough to unlock U.S. oil re-
serves in shale: roughly 2 trillion, it is 
estimated, barrels of oil, and that is 
seven times the reserves of Saudi Ara-
bia. 

Why should we be begging OPEC or 
Saudi Arabia for more oil when we 
have seven times the oil Saudi Arabia 
has in that one area alone? 

Opponents say no. They give us the 
NIMBY treatment—not in my back-

yard. Unfortunately, they don’t limit 
themselves to blocking action in their 
backyards. They limit everybody else’s 
backyard as well. 

We had a classic vote in the Appro-
priations Committee in May—unfortu-
nately, a straight party-line vote— 
whether to lift the moratorium and 
allow the preparation for environ-
mentally friendly exploration and de-
velopment of shale oil. Fifteen of my 
Democratic colleagues voted no; 14 Re-
publican Senators, including me, voted 
for opening it. We failed. In Alaska, the 
people fully support opening northern 
Alaska to further environmentally safe 
oil extraction. It is the elected rep-
resentatives of other States far below 
to the east of Alaska who want to 
thwart the will of the people of Alaska. 

The people of Virginia fully support 
opening oil reserves in the deep ocean 
off their shores, but elected officials 
from California and other States from 
the West want to thwart Virginia’s de-
sire. The people of Utah support open-
ing the oil reserves under their moun-
tains, but it is the interest groups in 
Washington, DC, and other States that 
are thwarting the people of Utah. 

The people of my State don’t under-
stand why we are blocking access to 
U.S. oil reserves. They don’t under-
stand why we are withholding new sup-
plies needed to get prices down. They 
don’t understand why we are denying 
ourselves the relief we need and de-
serve. 

In my State we mine lead. Lead has 
environmental problems. We have to 
deal with the environmental problems, 
and we do. There is only one simple 
reason we mine for lead. We have 90 
percent of the lead in the United 
States, and it is needed for technology. 
But at the same time on energy, we in 
Missouri are working hard to develop 
new, clean sources of fuel and ways to 
reduce energy demand. 

Kansas City, MO, is a national leader 
in hybrid cars and the advanced vehicle 
batteries they need. We have a Ford 
plant where Missouri autoworkers as-
semble the Escape hybrid SUV. We also 
have a GM plant where they assemble 
hybrid SUVs and sedans. In the Kansas 
City area, we have an advanced battery 
manufacturer producing the next gen-
eration lithium-ion batteries. They use 
a polymer technology to improve per-
formance and safety. Our military is 
taking advantage of this technology 
now, and someday it will go into our 
automobiles. Trying to stay one step 
ahead, we are also working on the next 
generation of hybrid cars. Right after 
these remarks, I intend to go outside 
to the area we call the swamp, just 
northeast of the Capitol, to see a plug- 
in hybrid Ford Escape brought to town 
for the Department of Energy. 

Plug-in technology would allow us to 
begin to travel the first 40 miles of 
every trip on electricity, without burn-
ing a drop of gas. Many families and 
commuters in the city could go the en-
tire week back and forth to work burn-
ing no gasoline. Rural folks and farm-

ers could drive their trucks with plug- 
in hybrid technology into town and 
around the farm. Then, when they need 
to haul a load great distances, the tra-
ditional engine would automatically 
kick in. 

I introduced an amendment to the 
climate bill last week which would 
have helped workers, the environment, 
and costs for Americans by starting 
the U.S. domestic manufacturing sup-
ply base for hybrid batteries for auto-
mobiles. Hybrid cars are more expen-
sive than traditional cars because their 
hybrid batteries are made in low quan-
tities in Japan, Korea, and China. Not 
surprisingly, those firms favor their 
Japanese and Korean auto manufactur-
ers, and whatever is left comes to U.S. 
carmakers. The answer to this problem 
is mass U.S. production that will 
produce hybrid batteries in high vol-
umes and cause prices to fall, putting 
thousands of U.S. workers in good 
manufacturing jobs in Missouri and 
across the Nation. It would be a win/ 
win situation—good for the environ-
ment, reducing oil demand; good for 
consumers who need cheaper cars that 
burn less gas; and good for workers 
needing good-paying jobs at home. 

I introduced an amendment that 
would have provided Federal funds. Un-
fortunately, that amendment, like oth-
ers, was blocked from consideration by 
climate bill sponsors. I will continue to 
fight for a commonsense proposal, and 
that is what we need. We need to get 
past gimmicks, charges, and 
countercharges, taxes, ranting and 
railing and lawsuits. The American 
people need fundamental relief for a 
fundamental problem: prices are high. 
There is too much demand, not enough 
supply. It is economics 101, as I said. 
We need a comprehensive solution that 
provides the American people with 
more supply and less demand and also 
with more environmentally clean solu-
tions. 

Last year we addressed demand 
through higher, newer, aggressive but 
achievable CAFE auto efficiency stand-
ards. Yet, as we have seen, demand 
strategies have not stopped the record 
increase in prices. We need to address 
supply—billions and billions of barrels 
of oil on our land, under our land, off 
our shores, in our mountains. That is 
what the American people need—not 
gimmicks, not increases in taxes, not 
more litigation, not tax breaks for 
trial lawyers or Hollywood. 

I urge my colleagues, it is time. Let’s 
get real about our energy strategy so 
we can provide Americans the real re-
lief they deserve and we ought to be 
providing. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, may 

I inquire as to how much time re-
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
14 minutes 21 seconds. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
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BROWNBACK follow my time with 5 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 
rise to discuss the most important 
issue on the minds of my constituents 
in Georgia and, I know, folks all over 
the country; that is, skyrocketing gas 
prices. I hear from hundreds of Geor-
gians every day who are struggling to 
fill their gas tanks to get to work or to 
take their kids to school or to run 
their necessary errands. They want to 
know what Congress is doing about 
these out-of-control gas prices. 

Nobody disputes the fact that the 
United States is dependent on foreign 
sources of oil, and nobody disputes that 
this problem has been in the making 
for any number of years. We currently 
import more than 60 percent of our oil 
and, over the past 30 years, we have re-
duced our domestic exploration options 
and left our refining capacity stagnant. 
But we can do something to provide re-
lief to American families who are real-
ly feeling the pain at the pump. If we 
can do something about it, the obvious 
question is, Why aren’t we? 

Let’s look, first, at what the Demo-
cratic response has been to high gas 
prices. Yesterday, we voted on a so- 
called energy bill proposed by the ma-
jority. The two highlights of this bill 
to address skyrocketing gas prices are, 
first, sue OPEC. The Democrats want 
to sue the individuals we are doing 
business with as a means of lowering 
gas prices. This is hard to understand. 
Second, the Democrats propose to put 
a windfall profits tax on big oil compa-
nies that are certainly achieving big 
profits in today’s market in the petro-
leum industry. 

I had a group of businessmen from 
Georgia in my office yesterday. They 
were small businesspeople, but they 
were all from the same industry. 

I said: OK, let me ask you this. If the 
Federal Government walked into your 
office and said, we are going to put a 
windfall profits tax on you; we are sim-
ply going to raise your taxes by an ex-
traordinary amount, what would be 
your reaction? 

They said: It is pretty simple. We 
would do two things. First, we would 
try to reduce our profits below a point 
where we would not be subject to a 
windfall profits tax, and that means we 
would decrease production. The second 
thing we would do is, if we had a tax 
that we had to live with, we would pass 
it on to our customers. 

Again, to think that a windfall prof-
its tax on oil companies is going to de-
crease the price of gasoline is some-
what foolish. 

What has been the Republican re-
sponse? Where should we go? There are 
very clearly four separate issues that 
need to be addressed with respect to 
the issue of skyrocketing gas prices. 
The first one has just been alluded to 
by Senator BOND from Missouri; that 
is, we simply need to take advantage of 
additional resources we have inside the 

United States. We, as Republicans, 
have sought to do that. 

On May 13, less than a month ago, 
Senator DOMENICI and Senator MCCON-
NELL proposed an amendment to ex-
pand exploration in the ANWR region 
of Alaska and to authorize drilling in 
offshore coastal waters currently sub-
ject to a Federal moratorium—in other 
words, deep-sea exploration. This 
amendment was defeated. Mr. Presi-
dent, 43 Republicans voted for the 
amendment; 48 Democrats voted 
against the amendment. 

So once again, as is known through-
out the country, Republicans are con-
sistently advocating—and have for all 
of the 14 years I have been privileged to 
serve in the Congress—exploration for 
more domestic oil in this country to al-
leviate our problem, while the Demo-
crats continue to oppose measures to 
explore domestically. 

Now, of the four things we need to do, 
certainly exploration for more oil is 
one of those. We do have a lot of capac-
ity in this country that has simply 
gone unexplored over the years. There 
is deep-sea exploration available to us. 
There is oil in the ANWR region of 
Alaska, which we have consistently 
sought to explore, as well as now we 
know that in the Rocky Mountains of 
our great country, we have a greater 
resource of oil than exists in Saudi 
Arabia. It is simply imperative that we 
explore more from a domestic stand-
point. 

Secondly, supply and demand dic-
tates the price of everything in our 
economy. We simply have to implore 
our oil companies to provide more gas-
oline to Americans. We are seeing 
today more people driving to the gas 
pump than ever before in the history of 
our country simply because of the in-
crease in the population. Our economy 
has done pretty well in the last several 
years. People are traveling more than 
ever before. We must have the capa-
bility to provide the kind of supply 
that is demanded by Americans. 

Thirdly, we have to continue down 
the road of researching and developing 
more alternative fuels. Historically in 
this country, we have shied away from 
that. We have seen the development of 
ethanol primarily in one region of our 
country, the Midwest. But when you 
get to the Northeast or the Southeast 
or even, for the most part, the far 
West, you simply do not see a supply of 
ethanol. It is concentrated in one part 
of our country. But that is changing. It 
is changing now, and we are seeing 
more production facilities built in all 
parts of the country. 

But there is an unintended con-
sequence that nobody thought about. 
We have 101 ethanol-producing facili-
ties online in this country today. We 
have another 100 ethanol manufac-
turing facilities that are scheduled to 
come online in this country in the next 
14 to 18 months. All but two of those fa-
cilities are producing ethanol from 
corn. The unintended consequence we 
have seen due to the high demand of 

corn for energy production is an in-
crease in food prices. Corn, wheat, soy-
beans, peanuts, or other commodities 
have simply increased in price because 
of the demand for corn; therefore, 
farmers are planting more corn and 
less of the other commodities. That is 
the unintended consequence. 

I am very proud of the fact that in 
the farm bill we just passed we ad-
dressed the issue, that we ought not to 
incentivize the production of addi-
tional ethanol from corn. But what we 
have done in that farm bill is to pro-
vide funding for research—grant money 
as well as loan money—as well as fund-
ing for the construction of additional 
ethanol and biodiesel facilities to be 
resourced not with corn but with cel-
lulosic-based products. 

The Presiding Officer comes from a 
part of the country where corn can be 
grown in great quantities and great 
quality, I might say. But in the south-
eastern part of the United States, be-
cause of our hot weather and our soil is 
not as rich and our rainfall is not as 
consistent as the midwest part of the 
country, we cannot grow corn the way 
it can be grown in the Midwest. 

But there is one thing we can grow 
like nobody else; that is, a pine tree. 
What we are seeing in Georgia today is 
the construction of an ethanol-pro-
ducing facility that is going to be 
resourced with pine trees. It is one of 
two facilities that are under construc-
tion in the country today where cel-
lulosic products are, in fact, going to 
be used. So I am very proud of the fact 
that in that farm bill we have sought 
to incentivize additional production of 
ethanol from cellulosic-based products. 

The fourth thing we have to do— 
Americans have been very spoiled. We 
are used to getting in our car and going 
where we want to go when we want to 
go, and when the time comes when we 
have finished our business and want to 
move on, we are used to getting in our 
vehicle and moving on, by ourselves for 
the most part. That simply has to 
change. We have to implement con-
servation practices from a personal 
household standpoint like we never 
imagined we would have to do in this 
country. 

From a political, legislative policy-
making standpoint, we have put some 
measures in place that are going to dic-
tate to the automobile manufacturing 
industry that they have to develop 
automobiles that get higher miles per 
gallon. That is good. But we also have 
to implement some personal measures 
to make sure we truly do have con-
servation practices in place. 

I had a constituent say to me just the 
other day: SAXBY, I don’t understand 
this issue of why we are not exploring 
for more oil domestically when every-
where I go, people tell me, why aren’t 
we exploring for more oil that we know 
we have in America? He said: What you 
ought to do is call for a national ref-
erendum on this, and let’s see what the 
American people, by and large, think of 
this issue. 
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It is difficult, frankly, to do that, al-

though I think it is a very good idea. I 
would like to know what the masses in 
other parts of the country think. I cer-
tainly know what they think in my 
part of the world. But there is one 
thing very similar that I think should 
be considered. 

I note that just yesterday, the Amer-
ican Solutions for Winning the Future 
announced that over half a million 
Americans have signed a petition on-
line urging Congress to immediately 
start exploring for oil domestically to 
lower gasoline prices. Now, here is the 
way the petition reads: 

We, therefore, the undersigned citizens of 
the United States, petition the U.S. Congress 
to act immediately to lower gasoline prices 
(and diesel and other fuel prices) by author-
izing the exploration of proven energy re-
serves to reduce our dependence on foreign 
energy sources from unstable countries. 

According to American Solutions’ re-
source data, 81 percent of the American 
people support the United States using 
more of its own domestic energy re-
sources to combat the rising cost of en-
ergy. I cannot say that I am surprised 
by that statistic, but I think it further 
underscores how Senator DOMENICI’s 
bill is a commonsense plan for lowering 
gas prices for Americans, and doing it 
now. 

Another commonsense solution Re-
publicans have offered, which I have 
supported, was proposed by Senator 
MCCAIN. This would provide an imme-
diate Federal gas tax holiday. What 
does this mean to our American con-
sumers? Well, here we are going into 
the summer when travel certainly in-
creases. If this bill passed, as soon as 
tomorrow, if it got to the President’s 
desk and he signed it, each and every 
American could be paying 18.4 cents 
per gallon less for gasoline and 24.4 
cents per gallon less for diesel fuel. 

The Democrats promised leading up 
to the November 2006 elections that if 
you send the majority of Democrats to 
Congress, we are going to address this 
issue of gasoline prices, we are going to 
get prices under control. Well, at the 
time Senator REID became majority 
leader, at the time Congresswoman 
PELOSI became the Speaker of the 
House, the price of a gallon of gasoline 
in this country was $2.33. Today, aver-
age prices have increased by $1.71 cents 
per gallon over that last year and a 
half. 

We all know summertime is the time 
when families take an annual vacation. 
Americans generally drive more during 
this time of the year. Giving a tem-
porary gas tax holiday until Labor Day 
is a pure short-term policy and will 
benefit Americans only in the short 
term, but I think it is another way we 
can provide immediate relief to Amer-
ican families. 

This is an issue that ought not to be 
partisan in nature. It is an issue all 
Americans are feeling every single day. 
It is an issue we as policymakers 
should address. It is an issue that cries 
out for strong leadership in Wash-

ington today. We need to see that lead-
ership come forth out of this body. We 
need to see the American people given 
some relief and given a long-term solu-
tion to this issue of gas prices; other-
wise, the next generation is going to be 
looking at much higher energy costs 
than what we are looking at today. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
how much time is remaining on the Re-
publican side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
appreciate my colleagues’ comments, 
from both Missouri and Georgia, and I 
agree on the energy issues. I have been 
traveling across all of Kansas, going to 
all 105 counties. I have been in nearly 
70 so far, and the dominant issue by far 
is the price of energy. People want to 
get these prices down. 

The key to supply and demand is to 
get more supply as fast as we can. 
Work on demand as far as being con-
servation-minded but not to increase 
taxes. Increasing taxes—things such as 
a windfall profits tax—does not get you 
another drop of fuel. It only raises the 
price. I do not know of anything we 
have increased taxes on where you end 
up getting it for less price. It just does 
not work that way. 

So I support my colleagues’ state-
ments on that, and I hope the Amer-
ican people are looking at that issue 
and seeing that here is a way of in-
creasing production but not raising 
taxes. What the Republicans have put 
forward is an increase-energy-produc-
tion bill, and what the Democrats have 
put forward is an increase-energy-tax 
bill. I hope people can decide which of 
these will likely get them lower prices. 
It is production, it is not increasing 
taxes. 

f 

AIR FORCE TANKER CONTRACT 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
also wish to inform and talk briefly to 
my colleagues about a major GAO 
study that is going to be out next 
week. It is about the bidding for the 
tankers for the U.S. Air Force. 

The GAO will announce the results of 
its review of the Air Force tanker con-
tract next week. The GAO does not 
have authority to sustain or overturn 
the Air Force contract by itself. The 
GAO only reviews if and when the Air 
Force followed its own rules. Congress 
has the final say on this issue because 
only Congress can consider all of the 
relevant issues. Still, it is a major re-
port that is going to be coming out on 
this issue. 

I have been very disappointed in the 
Air Force granting this tanker award 
to primarily a foreign builder, pri-
marily to Airbus and EADS, which will 
build the biggest part of this tanker 
plane. I am disappointed for three 
major reasons: 

One is that I think the merits them-
selves of the contracting process were 
not followed by the Air Force. 

Second is the heavy subsidization by 
European governments of Airbus’s 
plane. The base plane has had heavy 
subsidies of which the U.S. Govern-
ment, by another arm—the U.S. Trade 
Representative’s Office—is suing the 
European governments and Airbus and 
EADS, its parent corporation, for this. 
We are likely to see that case report 
out soon. 

Third, I think all the contractors 
should be subjected to the same rules, 
including things such as the Foreign 
Corrupt Practices Act, which U.S. com-
panies are subject to, and I believe all 
foreign competitors and bidders should 
be as well. 

First, regarding the GAO, we need to 
look inside the process the Air Force 
used to award the contract. At the base 
of this, what is very puzzling to me is 
why the Air Force put so much stock 
in getting a bigger Airbus plane in this 
bidding process when they had been 
happy and desirous of the size of the 
plane Boeing had put forward. If they 
wanted a bigger plane, they should 
have put that forward in the bidding 
process. 

Plus, I put this forward: At a time 
when airlines are looking at the cost of 
running their airplanes and fuel costs, 
why is it that the Air Force would look 
at a bigger plane instead of a smaller 
plane that is more fuel efficient? That 
is what all the airlines are looking at. 
Why would we not look at the same 
thing? Plus, in looking at the bigger 
plane, I do not believe a realistic as-
sessment of the military construction 
needs at the bases throughout the 
United States and the landing needs 
throughout the world has been looked 
at because you are going to have to in-
crease landing space, you are going to 
have to increase hangar space for the 
larger airplane Airbus is putting for-
ward. That is in the GAO report. 

On the foreign trade subsidies, the 
Air Force says it cannot consider for-
eign subsidies when it looks at the cost 
of contract proposals. As a result, the 
GAO will not review that issue either. 
But the United States is currently 
suing the European Union for sub-
sidizing the same company to which 
the Air Force has awarded this new 
tanker contract. We expect that ruling 
on this WTO case very soon. We antici-
pate getting somewhere—if we win this 
case—a $4.5 billion judgment against 
Airbus and EADS for this same frame 
they are now being rewarded by the Air 
Force for with a $35 billion contract. 
So they subsidized the civilian aircraft, 
militarized it, and put it into the mili-
tary building field. We sued them on 
this for an illegal international sub-
sidy. We are giving them a contract 
here for $35 billion on the same sub-
sidized plane. Only Congress can decide 
this issue, but I submit this is not the 
way we want to encourage other gov-
ernments around the world to operate. 

Then a final issue is on foreign cor-
rupt practices. The Air Force considers 
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each bidder’s ability to execute a 
major contract, but it cannot evaluate 
the business practices used by each 
company, and neither can the GAO. 
But all U.S.-based companies are sub-
ject to the Foreign Corrupt Practices 
Act. I submit we must require that 
same sort of performance. If a company 
is going to bid on a major U.S. military 
contract, they should be subjected to 
the same rules. I think this would be 
something that EADS, the parent cor-
poration of Airbus, would be willing to 
be subjected to. We should require that 
they and other foreign companies com-
pete for Defense contracts and hold 
themselves to the same standards we 
require of U.S. companies under this 
Foreign Corrupt Practices Act. Again, 
the Air Force has not considered this 
piece in their overall analysis. 

The bottom line is I think this is a 
highly flawed contract on the basis of 
the military not following its own de-
sign requests of its smaller plane; sec-
ond, the United States awarding a con-
tract on a subsidized plane that was il-
legally subsidized; and third, that these 
companies are operating under dif-
ferent rules. A foreign company oper-
ated under a more favorable set of 
rules. I think the Congress should look 
at all of these issues and say this is not 
the way we want to go on these tank-
ers. We want to build them in the 
United States. We want these jobs in 
the United States. We want the work-
ers to be in the United States. We want 
the military industrial complex to be 
U.S. based and not foreign based. 

As a gentleman said to me some time 
ago: There are two things we shouldn’t 
be dependent upon another country’s 
government for, and that is for your 
defense and for your food. Here we are 
being subject to a foreign government’s 
building of a major piece of our mili-
tary complex. The tankers are some-
thing that extend the ability for us to 
be able to fly missions. They are crit-
ical to our air campaigns. We are going 
to be dependent upon primarily a for-
eign producer to be able to build these 
planes. I think that has untold prob-
lems—potential problems—for us down 
the road and it would be something it 
seems to me this Congress should take 
a very aggressive look at and say no, 
we don’t want to go that route. The 
GAO report will come out next week. It 
is going to be a key issue in this over-
all decisionmaking process. 

Mr. President, I thank you and my 
colleagues for the time. 

I yield the floor and note the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SALAZAR). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is now closed. 

f 

CONSUMER-FIRST ENERGY ACT OF 
2008—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 3044, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to S. 3044, a bill to pro-

vide energy price relief and hold oil compa-
nies and other entities accountable for their 
actions with regard to high energy prices, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 
this time on behalf of Marylanders who 
are worried. They are worried because 
of the high cost of energy. They are 
worried about the cost of filling the 
tanks in their cars with gasoline. They 
want us to do something about it. They 
are looking to us. They recall just 7 
years ago, when President Bush took 
office, and the price of gasoline at the 
pump was less than $1.50 a gallon. 
Today, it is over $4 a gallon. It is hav-
ing a direct impact on people in my 
State and around the Nation being able 
to afford to operate their automobiles. 

I can tell you businesses in Mary-
land—and I am sure my colleagues 
have similar stories around the Na-
tion—particularly small businesses 
that rely upon their car or truck for 
transportation, don’t have the ability 
to afford the increased cost of energy. 
They are on the brink of going out of 
business because of the rising energy 
cost. They want us to do something 
about it. 

I am particularly disappointed and 
frustrated that the Republicans de-
cided twice this week to deny us an op-
portunity to do what we should be 
doing—legislating on this very impor-
tant issue. 

The Consumer-First Energy Act of 
2008 would have made a major dif-
ference in the cost of energy in the 
United States. I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of that legislation. Yet the Re-
publicans used a procedural road-
block—a filibuster—to prevent us from 
taking up that legislation, debating it, 
acting on amendments, and doing what 
we should be doing. The Republicans 
said the status quo is acceptable. Well, 
the status quo is not acceptable. 

What would this legislation do? 
First, it would say taxpayers don’t 
need to subsidize the oil companies. 
The oil companies are making record 
profits. In 2002, their profits were $29 
billion. Last year, that grew to $124 bil-
lion. They don’t need public subsidies. 
Taxpayers should not be subsidizing 
them. By the way, they are not invest-
ing their profits back into this coun-
try. They are not looking at ways to 
make this Nation more energy secure, 
nor are they investing in renewable en-

ergy sources. The President said, on 
April 14, 2005, that if oil reaches $55 a 
barrel, there is no need for the Govern-
ment to subsidize further efforts on be-
half of the oil industry. The price now 
is $140 a barrel. So the subsidies were 
provided. That $17 billion should be re-
invested in America, rather than sub-
sidizing oil companies for even greater 
profits. Let’s use that for making this 
Nation energy secure, and let’s use it 
for renewable energy sources. 

That is exactly what this legislation 
would do. 

There has been a lot of talk about a 
windfall profits tax. I happen to believe 
the oil industry is entitled to a profit— 
just not an obscene profit, taking ad-
vantage of the world circumstances in 
oil. With the windfall profit provision 
of this legislation, it would tell the oil 
companies to invest a little bit of that 
money here in America, in renewable 
energy sources. That is what it does. It 
is a clear message about the security of 
America. 

This legislation would take on the 
speculators. A large part of the cost is 
not that we are using more oil because, 
actually, we are using less oil today be-
cause of the high cost. We have specu-
lators, who are people buying oil fu-
tures and driving up the cost of oil, and 
we are paying more at the pump. This 
legislation says those types of specu-
lators should be regulated. There 
should be margin requirements that 
make sense, and they should not specu-
late without sound investment prin-
ciples. That is what this legislation 
does. 

This legislation expresses our con-
cerns that the OPEC countries that are 
sending oil into America and depend 
upon U.S. consumers should be subject 
to our antitrust laws. This legislation 
would help in the short term, help 
bring down the cost of gasoline in the 
short term, but it would also provide 
us some long-term strategies for en-
ergy security. 

What did the Republican leadership 
do? They said, no, let’s not talk about 
it. The status quo is acceptable. 

Well, it is not acceptable. Then, on 
H.R. 6049, the Republican leadership 
again exercised the filibuster proce-
dural roadblock, and we could not take 
up that legislation, which would pro-
vide $18 billion for tax incentives for 
renewable energy sources so we can en-
ergize the American marketplace to 
develop our wind, solar and geothermal 
and we can develop the answers to our 
energy problems in America by ener-
gizing innovative individuals and com-
panies in using our market forces to 
solve the problems here in America. 

The legislation also provided for 
more energy-efficient buildings, which 
makes sense, and extended the expiring 
tax provisions, including research and 
development, which would also help us 
in dealing with the problems of our 
country, and extending the alternative 
minimum tax relief, which is so impor-
tant. The Republicans said, no, with 
procedural roadblocks. 
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The American people want us to act. 

I have heard my Republican colleagues 
say we can produce enough oil to solve 
this problem. Let me give you the 
numbers and facts. I hope the public 
will make its own judgment. America, 
unfortunately, doesn’t have a large re-
serve of oil. We have 3 percent of the 
world’s reserve, including that in 
ANWR. If we allowed production in 
that environmentally sensitive area, 
ANWR, at full production we would 
produce about six-tenths of 1 percent of 
the oil in the world. Does anyone think 
the OPEC nations would not just re-
duce their supply to us by that 
amount, meaning there would be no 
impact whatsoever as a result of the 
production of that small amount of oil? 

As the majority leader pointed out, 
when I had the opportunity to sit in 
the chair earlier today, we have 
sources of oil, and we are utilizing 
those sources. We are exploring where 
we can fulfill the energy needs for our 
own country. But the truth is, we con-
sume 25 percent of the world’s oil and 
only have 3 percent of the reserves. We 
cannot produce enough oil to deal with 
our needs. 

We need to develop alterative energy 
sources. I will give you one other sta-
tistic. If we would have passed the 
CAFE standards 10 years ago, we would 
be saving more oil than three times the 
amount that is currently in reserve in 
ANWR. So we need to become energy 
secure, and we need to do it for several 
reasons. We need to do it because of 
our security, because of our economy, 
and because of our environment. 

If we develop alternative fuel, if we 
do better in conservation, and if we in-
vest in more efficient transportation, 
we cannot only become independent of 
the OPEC countries and the hold they 
have on us in determining how much 
oil they will make available to us, but 
we also can be friendlier to our envi-
ronment. We can deal with the serious 
environmental issue we have and 
America can restore international 
leadership. 

What do the Republicans say? We 
cannot even talk about these issues 
with a bill, with amendments before us, 
because they use procedural roadblocks 
to prevent us from taking up this issue. 
Well, we should be taking up these 
bills. 

Marylanders want us to act and vote 
and make the tough decisions. They 
want us to do that. They want us to de-
velop an energy policy that will wean 
us off oil, that makes us energy secure, 
that allows us to control the economic 
cost of energy, that puts America in 
the forefront of the international com-
munity on global warming to deal with 
pollution and to deal with the risks 
that are involved. 

But what Americans want us to do 
today is to move forward on the legis-
lation that is before us, the Consumer- 
First Energy Act that could and would 
have an impact on the price of gasoline 
in the short term so those Marylanders 
with whom I have talked, who have 

told me that they literally cannot af-
ford to operate their cars and are in 
danger of losing their businesses, that 
we are taking every reasonable step 
here to deal with their concerns and to 
help them. That would be the respon-
sible action for us to take. 

I urge my colleagues to put aside this 
partisan differing and let’s act in the 
best interest of the people of this Na-
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the majority 
reserve the remainder of their time and 
that I be recognized out of order for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I wanted 
to come and talk about the Democratic 
bill called the Consumer-First Energy 
Act. We go through the same things 
over and over. We have an energy bill 
that has no energy in it. I said this on 
the floor last December. We keep talk-
ing about energy, and every time we 
try to expand energy, try to expand the 
supply, it dies right down party lines. 

The Consumer-First Energy Act does 
nothing to increase access to America’s 
extensive oil and gas reserves. It does 
nothing to promote nuclear energy. It 
does nothing to increase our refining 
capacity, something I have been trying 
to do for a long period of time. It does 
nothing for electricity generation or 
transmission and does nothing for the 
utilization of clean coal technology. 

Instead this act increases taxes on 
America’s oil and gas producers, which 
means we are going to be paying more 
at the pump—we know that—and in-
creases Government bureaucracy. 

A cornerstone of the bill establishes 
criminal penalties of up to $5 million 
and 5 years in prison if a fuel supplier 
sells his product at an ‘‘unconscionably 
excessive price.’’ But the agency re-
sponsible for its enforcement, the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, says this legis-
lation is unnecessary and even counter-
productive. FTC Commissioner William 
Kovacic told Congress recently: 

My intuition is that it would create hesi-
tation in the response to shortages and that 
that might tend to exacerbate rather than 
mitigate shortages. 

In addition to the FTC’s opposition, 
price-gouging investigations are noth-
ing new. They have been occurring for 
decades, with each reaching the same 
conclusion. 

The Investors Business Daily last 
month had an editorial: 

Senators also want to impose steep pen-
alties on ‘‘price gouging’’—despite the fact 

that some 17 separate studies have found it 
doesn’t exist. The plan amounts to little 
more than an attempt to impose price con-
trols—a socialist tool dressed up in a popu-
list garb. Democrats hailed their new meas-
ure as an attack on ‘‘the root causes of high 
gas prices.’’ That’s one of the more laughable 
comments to emerge from the Senate in 
some time. 

Recently, in the aftermath of Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita, the FTC issued 
another report after an extensive in-
vestigation into price gouging. Once 
again, it is the same conclusion. The 
FTC found: 

No evidence to suggest that refiners ma-
nipulated prices through any means . . . 

No evidence to suggest that oil companies 
reduced inventory to increase or manipulate 
prices or exacerbate the effects of a price 
. . . 

Additionally, Bill Richardson, former 
Secretary of Energy for the Clinton ad-
ministration, when asked last year in a 
Democratic Presidential debate if oil 
companies are price gouging the Amer-
ican consumer, bluntly answered: 

No, they’re not. 

Price-gouging legislation is a solu-
tion in search of a problem. Also, it is 
more of class warfare. If they want to 
blame somebody, they want to blame 
oil companies, the people who are actu-
ally plowing back more than 100 per-
cent of profits into exploration at the 
present time. Federal law already bars 
companies from colluding to fix prices, 
and the Federal Government currently 
has all the legal tools necessary to ad-
dress price gouging. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, ‘‘at least 30 states . . . 
have laws that prohibit gouging, exces-
sive price increases, or unconscionable 
pricing. Other states may also exercise 
authority under general deceptive 
trade practice laws depending on the 
nature of the state law and the specific 
circumstances in which price increases 
occur.’’ 

So knowing what we do about price 
gouging, this provision is repetitive, 
unnecessary, and potentially counter-
productive. This could have the effect 
of increasing the price at the pump. 

The other major component of the 
Democrats’ Energy bill reinstates the 
windfall profits tax. Democrats want to 
impose a windfall profits tax despite 
the fact that we had this same tax al-
most 30 years ago and the results were 
predictable and harmful. Again, it is 
more class warfare. 

In 1980, under President Jimmy 
Carter, Congress imposed an excise 
levy on domestic oil production called 
a crude oil windfall profits tax. Accord-
ing to a 1990 report by the nonpartisan 
Congressional Research Service, the re-
sults of the Carter windfall profits tax 
were very counterproductive. Quoting 
from that report: 

The windfall profits tax reduced domestic 
oil production between 3 and 6 percent, and 
increased oil imports from between 8 and 16 
percent . . . This made the United States 
more dependent upon imported oil. 

This is what happened last time. We 
are supposed to learn from our experi-
ences. 
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Looking back to 1980, we now know 

what a windfall profits tax will do. It 
will decrease domestic production and 
increase America’s oil imports—the 
exact opposite of what we need to do. 

Additionally, a 1984 General Account-
ing Office report called the windfall 
profits tax ‘‘perhaps the largest and 
most complex tax ever levied on a U.S. 
industry.’’ 

In May, Investors Business Daily edi-
torialized in response to this new tax 
proposal: 

As any student who has taken Econ 101 at 
the local junior college can tell you, higher 
taxes don’t encourage production; they dis-
courage it. But Senate Democrats appar-
ently played hooky the day the taxes were 
discussed. 

American oil and gas companies rein-
vest their profits into exploration, pro-
duction, and other energy. This is how 
we can get on the road to expanding 
our production in America. America’s 
major oil companies already pay the 
second highest corporate tax rate in 
the industrialized world. An additional 
$17 billion in tax increases will only 
further harm the international com-
petitiveness of U.S.-based oil compa-
nies. 

Using the Energy Information Ad-
ministration’s numbers, oil and gas in-
dustry profits can be calculated to 
roughly account for about 8 percent of 
the price of a gallon of gas. So for a $4 
gallon of gasoline, oil and gas compa-
nies profit approximately 32 cents. 

It is then arguable that if oil com-
pany profits were slashed in half, as 
has been proposed, it would only reduce 
the cost of a gallon of gas by 16 cents. 
And people are led to believe it will be 
$2 or $3. It is not true. 

It is arguable that if oil company 
profits were slashed in half, that would 
be approximately 16 cents a gallon. 

Mr. President, $17 billion in tax hikes 
will also ship American oil and gas jobs 
overseas. If indirect and other employ-
ment resulting from the direct activi-
ties and the earnings of these direct oil 
and gas employees is included, the 
total U.S. employment resulting from 
oil and gas activity is almost 8 million. 

For American jobs, for the inter-
national competitiveness of American 
companies, and for the consumers at 
the pump, Congress has to reject these 
Democratic attempts to increase taxes 
and implement backdoor price con-
trols. 

What should we be doing? Oil and gas 
exploration and production is currently 
prohibited in 85 percent of America’s 
offshore waters. We talked about the 
huge reserves, but it is prohibited. We 
are willing to do it, but it is prohibited 
in 85 percent of the waters. 

Other nations don’t do this. Canada 
allows offshore drilling in the Pacific, 
the Atlantic, and the Great Lakes. Ad-
ditionally, Cuba is looking to expand 
drilling which could occur 45 miles 
from the shores of Florida, and that is 
with technology that is much less envi-
ronmentally sound. So we would have 
the effect of increasing any adverse ef-

fect that would come from that type of 
activity. 

Exploration and production activities 
are currently prohibited in the Pacific 
and Atlantic regions of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf which hold an estimated 
14 billion barrels of oil and 55 trillion 
cubic feet of gas. This is equivalent to 
more than 25 years worth of imports 
from Saudi Arabia. Looking to Alaska, 
ANWR is estimated to contain 10 bil-
lion barrels of oil, about 15 years worth 
of imports from Saudi Arabia. If Presi-
dent Clinton had not vetoed the bill 
back in 1995, we passed a bill that was 
in concert with what they want in 
Alaska and that is to be able to explore 
that very small area up there—if that 
had not happened, we would be in a po-
sition today, we would have 1 million 
additional barrels a day coming from 
ANWR. We know what that would do to 
reduce the price of gas at the pump. 

The Heritage Foundation describes 
ANWR’s 19 million acres as the same 
size as South Carolina: 

Of that area, President Bush proposes 
opening about 1.5 million acres to explo-
ration (roughly 6 percent of ANWR). Of those 
1.5 million acres, only 2,000—an area the size 
of Washington’s Dulles International Air-
port—would be devoted to drilling. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. I believe what we need 
to do is understand that supply and de-
mand still works. We have to increase 
the supply domestically, and we can do 
it by passing the Consumer-First En-
ergy Act that has been proposed by 
Senator DOMENICI, myself, and others. 
The price at the pump would directly 
respond on notice of that type of legis-
lation passing. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the blocks 
of time be extended for another hour, 
with the majority controlling the first 
half hour of the extension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
just got back from my home State of 
Minnesota. Let me tell you, the price 
of gas is not just one of the issues peo-
ple are talking about, it is the issue 
they are talking about. 

In this last week, as we all know, gas 
prices have risen above $4 a gallon as 
the national average, and many of the 
people in the country cannot afford it. 
If you drive past a Costco store—I am 
a Costco member—you will see in the 
Twin Cities cars lining the block try-
ing to get in to save a few pennies, to 
save a few nickles, to save some 
money. Those gas lines remind me of 
the OPEC oil embargo we have not seen 
since the 1970s. If you talk to people in 
the rural parts of our State, you will be 
shocked at their out-of-pocket ex-
penses. They have a longer way to 
drive to work. With gas at $4 a gallon, 
some people are spending $20 a day to 
get to work in the morning and to get 
home at night. 

Mr. President, as you know from 
your home State of Colorado, in some 
areas, there is not going to be a lot of 
mass transit. In some areas, they have 
to drive longer to get to work. Fami-
lies cannot afford these prices. A few 
weeks ago, we saw stories in the paper 
saying that consumers were not chang-
ing their driving patterns, that they 
were comfortable with their com-
muting habits, and they were willing 
to pay a few dollars extra each week. 
Well, $4 gas has changed all that. One 
in twelve Americans now have found a 
new way to go to work because they 
can’t afford week after week of these 
gas prices. And we need more mass 
transit. I support that. That is a good 
thing. But we know for many Ameri-
cans who have less income and are 
dealing with the problem of increased 
health care costs and who are dealing 
with the issue of an increase in the 
cost of food, and now these gas prices 
up to 4 bucks a gallon, when they have 
less disposable income, less money in 
their pocket, it is hard to afford things. 

We simply cannot continue business 
as usual. When we have people going to 
a gas station and can only afford to fill 
half their tank with gas, we can’t af-
ford to keep going. That is why I am so 
shocked when I have seen what the 
other side has done. Time and time 
again, the same old argument. Well, I 
think these same old ideas are running 
on empty, just as the people in this 
country are running on empty. 

The other side has blocked consider-
ation of some new ideas and a new way 
to go forward with energy, both for 
short-term and long-term relief for the 
people of this country. I say this to my 
colleagues who voted against that bill 
and voted against allowing us to debate 
and allowing us to move forward with a 
new energy future: They are running 
on empty, and the American people 
know it. 

Remember back when President Bush 
was asked about $4-a-gallon gas on 
February 28? The President said: 

You are predicting $4 a gallon gasoline? 
That is interesting. I hadn’t heard that. 

Well, for the people in my State, $4- 
a-gallon gasoline isn’t interesting, it is 
a budget buster. The fact is, this ad-
ministration has failed to provide 
Americans with a meaningful energy 
policy that would provide relief from 
high gas and energy prices. They have 
been running on empty. This is why I 
am so frustrated that our colleagues 
blocked consideration of this impor-
tant bill. 

We are not proposing anything rad-
ical. We are simply asking that the 
Government enforce the laws on the 
books and make the marketplace work 
like it is supposed to. 

As the Presiding Officer does, I come 
from a prosecutor’s background, and I 
know we can have all the laws on the 
books we want, but if we don’t enforce 
them, we are not going to get the relief 
we need. We are not going to help vic-
tims—or in this case consumers—if 
there are no cops on the beat and no 
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one is enforcing the laws or drawing 
the line. 

As part of this important bill, the 
other side blocked us from even consid-
ering, from even debating having Fed-
eral regulators provided the tools to do 
their job, to crack down on speculation 
in the futures market and on specu-
lators who trade in offshore exchanges 
just in order to avoid regulation. We 
want the Attorney General to have the 
authority to prosecute collusion by for-
eign governments. 

We heard a witness in recent months 
come before multiple committees in 
Congress, the CEO of an oil company, 
and say: You know what. A barrel of oil 
shouldn’t cost over $100. A barrel of oil 
should cost somewhere between $55 and 
$60. That is the true cost. We heard a 
witness in recent months describe our 
energy markets as a giant gambling 
hall without rules, as a superhighway 
without a traffic cop. 

That is what we are dealing with. So 
we need a cop on the beat. The Con-
sumer-First Energy Act gives us that 
cop on the beat. It addresses the prob-
lem of market speculation by stopping 
traders from routing transactions 
through offshore markets in order to 
get around the limits on speculation 
put in place by U.S. regulators. Why 
would they go to these offshore mar-
kets? We know why they are going 
there. They want to avoid any regula-
tion in this country. 

In fact, you don’t even have to go off-
shore to find unregulated energy trad-
ing. The Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission is allowing the Dubai Mer-
cantile Exchange in New York and the 
Ice Electronic Exchange in Atlanta to 
trade in U.S. oil futures without Fed-
eral oversight. I can’t tell my constitu-
ents to rest easy because the Dubai Fi-
nancial Services Authority is looking 
out for their interest. 

We need to take action not only by 
regulating these offshore markets but 
also by making sure what is going on 
in this country is right. Now, we closed 
the Enron loophole, or we tried to do 
that with the farm bill, Mr. President, 
but there is clearly a lot more that 
needs to be done. There is a lot of spec-
ulation that is offshore and out of 
reach of our negotiations and our regu-
lators. This bill will make those for-
eign trades in American oil and gaso-
line futures subject to reporting re-
quirements so we can have a paper 
trail and keep track of what is going 
on. 

The bill would also require the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission 
to increase the margin requirement for 
oil trades. The margin requirement is 
currently set by exchanges themselves, 
kind of like the fox guarding the hen-
house, and they have set the require-
ment so low—5 to 7 percent—that spec-
ulators can buy enormous amounts of 
oil with only a small amount of cash, 
and this has caused a tremendous 
amount of volatility in the price of oil 
and gas. 

Remember what the CEO of the oil 
company said: Oh, no, no, no, this 

shouldn’t be. Oil shouldn’t be priced at 
over $100 a barrel. It should be $55. 
Well, where is all this money going? It 
is going to build five-star hotels in the 
middle of the desert somewhere. We 
have been investing in the sultans of 
Saudi Arabia instead of the farmers 
and workers in this country where we 
should be developing a long-term en-
ergy policy. 

A final area where we can take im-
mediate action is in our dealings with 
the OPEC nations. OPEC is a cartel of 
oil-producing countries that meet and 
decide how much oil to produce and 
thereby control prices. They make no 
pretense of having a free market sys-
tem. They do not obey the laws of sup-
ply and demand. They gather together 
and they set production, which deter-
mines prices. As a former prosecutor, I 
call that kind of behavior collusion, 
and it is illegal in this country. But 
the members of OPEC are foreign gov-
ernments, and so far they have gotten 
away with it. 

As oil exporting nations, the mem-
bers of OPEC could provide us with 
some relief. They have the spare capac-
ity to increase their production of oil 
and ease the pain being felt by the peo-
ple in this country. But OPEC recently 
met and decided not to increase pro-
duction, at least until the fall, after 
the summer driving season when prices 
always rise. Not only that, Saudi Ara-
bia has actually decreased production 
since 2005. 

Think about it. Our country spends 
$600,000 every minute on imported oil. 
That is money leaving the pockets of 
American consumers, American driv-
ers, going into the coffers of foreign 
countries. By refusing to step up pro-
duction, OPEC nations are saying: We 
don’t think prices are high enough yet. 
Let’s let them go higher. Well, I think 
they are. 

This bill that was blocked by the 
other side was going to put a stop to 
some of this OPEC price setting by al-
lowing the Attorney General to bring 
enforcement action against foreign 
governments that are engaging in col-
lusion and hold them to the same 
standards of fair dealing we already 
have in place in this country. 

So those are some short-term ideas, 
in addition to the ones we were able to 
pass, which was to temporarily halt 
putting oil into the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve when the prices are high. 
We got that done. But there are other 
things even more important. To do 
something about what is called the 
gambling hall when it comes to oil 
speculation, to do something about 
price gouging, to do something about 
the OPEC nations—these are short- 
term things that are doable and that 
the people in my State, who are lining 
up in those Costco lines, want to see. 
But, once again, we were blocked by 
the other side. 

Our people are running on empty. 
They are tired of this, and the other 
side is running on empty when it comes 
to ideas. We need a bold new future, a 

long-term solution. American con-
sumers also expect that their corpora-
tions should invest sensibly for the 
long-term interests of our country and 
our economy. That is what works. That 
is how business works. 

But here is what is going on. This 
Congress, in the past few years—before 
I got here—gave a bunch of giveaways 
to the oil companies. I don’t know, $17 
billion, something like that. So we, the 
people, have a say in what these oil 
companies do when we are giving them 
a bunch of tax giveaways. 

The Consumer-First Energy Act im-
poses a windfall profits tax on oil com-
panies. It doesn’t just say, no; every oil 
company gets a windfall profits tax. We 
could say that given that the big oil 
companies raked in $36 billion in just 
the first 3 months of this year. But it 
says, if they invest in renewables and 
do what they are supposed to do given 
they have gotten these subsidies—that 
they invest in their refining capacity 
and do things like that—then they 
would not have this windfall profits 
tax. But if they don’t and they are tak-
ing the taxpayers’ money and they are 
raking in the bucks and the prices are 
getting jacked up, then they are going 
to get a windfall profits tax. 

Why should these big companies be 
getting $36 billion in the first 3 
months, making no progress in terms 
of a long-term energy policy, and then 
the consumers are paying over $4 a gal-
lon at the tank? It makes no sense. The 
oil companies’ profits since this admin-
istration took office are over $600 bil-
lion and counting. 

Now, you can make the argument for 
high profits if this money was being 
used to develop alternative resources, 
but it is not. Time and time again we 
keep going backwards, not forward. 

So this provision says if they take 
their profits they get from American 
families and businesses and reinvest 
them in the country’s energy future, 
that is fine. If they don’t, we are going 
to take a portion of their money and 
invest it in the farmers and the work-
ers of the Midwest instead of the oil 
cartels of the Mideast. 

We know what we need for a long- 
term energy policy. We need invest-
ment in hybrid electric cars. We are 
not that far away. In 2 years, the 
Chevy Volt is going to give us 30 to 40 
miles by plugging it in and then it con-
verts over to fuels. We have great ad-
vancements in biofuels, something the 
Presiding Officer and I have worked on 
very hard, going to cellulosic ethanol 
but going beyond even corn-based eth-
anol so that we look at getting energy 
from switchgrass and prairie grass and 
algae and all kinds of biomass and res-
idue from logging. These are all in our 
future. But we have to actually put 
those incentives in place so the invest-
ment follows. 

We have tried. We have done some 
things, but we need a bold energy di-
rection in this country, and that is 
what this bill was about that the other 
side blocked. They are running on 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 23:37 Jun 11, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11JN6.023 S11JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5476 June 11, 2008 
empty with ideas, and the American 
consumers are running on empty with 
their tanks. When American families 
are facing the kind of economic 
squeeze they are facing today, they ex-
pect action from their Government. 
They expect that their Government 
will protect their interests to make 
sure the markets are fair and honest 
and transparent. They expect their 
government is going to watch out for 
them, not for the oil companies. 

We have proposed legislation that 
would do these things. It would give 
the Government the tools to protect 
consumers in the short term, and it 
would begin to set our country on a 
smart, sustainable course for the long 
term toward energy independence. You 
can put your head in the sand and pre-
tend it is not happening, or you can 
look for a new future. Does that in-
volve, as our friends on the other side 
have been saying, increased production 
in our country? Of course it does. We 
live in Minnesota, next to North Da-
kota, where we are seeing the dis-
covery of more oil. That is a piece of 
this; that is a piece of it. But the other 
piece is looking to the future with re-
newables and biofuels and new kinds of 
technologies. And if we keep going the 
old way, giving that $17 billion to the 
oil companies and not investing in a 
new future, we are going to end up even 
worse than we are now, and that is run-
ning on empty. 

It shouldn’t take $4-a-gallon gasoline 
to bring us to the brink of action on 
sensible market reforms and a smart 
long-term energy policy, but that is 
where we are. That is where we are. It 
is time to act. I implore my colleagues 
on the other side not to filibuster this 
bill. We must move ahead and we must 
do something for the American people. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
yield back the remainder of the major-
ity’s time in this half hour as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I 
want to speak on this issue, the energy 
problem we find ourselves in, and I 
want to begin by a moment of reflec-
tion upon the problems described by 
my dear colleague from Minnesota. 

The fact is, the more we can find a 
way to work together and the less we 
make clever rhetorical points about 
whether one party is on full or another 
is on empty, or anything else, the 
quicker we will get to a solution. The 
fact is, we are not going to find solu-
tion to the energy problem in America 
by doing it as Democrats or Repub-
licans. We are going to find it by work-
ing together as Americans. 

We all know when the minority is 
not permitted the opportunity to im-
pact a bill by amendments there is not 
a real debate taking place and, there-
fore, our ideas, the ideas of 49 Members 
of this Senate, are not worth consid-
ering. We all know that is not the way 
the Senate legislates. That is not the 
way to do things when you are serious 
about an outcome and not just looking 
to make political points. 

We are, for sure, in the midst of an 
energy crisis like nothing we have seen 
in recent times. A gallon of gas is more 
than $4 a gallon, with diesel more than 
$5, and natural gas prices continue to 
rise. These high prices are putting an 
unexpected and heavy burden on mil-
lions of American families. As I talk 
with Floridians, it is clear that people 
are feeling the pain and families are 
hurting. The rising costs are digging 
into the family budget. 

In addition to high energy costs, we 
are also in the midst of increasing food 
costs and putting an even greater 
strain on families who are growing in-
creasingly anxious. They want and de-
serve solutions. They don’t want and 
don’t deserve partisan bickering. 

There are a number of factors im-
pacting the price of gas—including the 
influence of speculators and the weak 
dollar. 

We are seeing a large and increasing 
demand for fuel while supplies remain 
stagnant. 

Since the automobile was invented, 
it took the United States until the 
early 1980s to reach 100 million cars. In 
China, the same thing happened in less 
than 15 years. According to the Inter-
national Energy Agency, Chinese oil 
imports are expected to rise 80 percent 
in the next 4 years. 

And by the way, we know the Chinese 
are looking for ways to increase their 
own oil production—but despite what is 
cited as fact here on the Senate floor 
on frequent occasions, China is not 
drilling off the coast of Cuba. I have 
taken the time to research this issue 
because of my own interest in this area 
of the world. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, China only owns one 
plot where they could explore. It is this 
little green spot. Whether it is under 
production or not is not clear, but it is 
not offshore—it is on the island itself. 
According to University of Miami Cen-
ter for Hemispheric Policy fellow Jorge 
Pinon, there is no drilling taking place 
offshore in Cuba by the Chinese or any 
other country. 

Reports to the contrary are false; 
they are rumor; they are akin to urban 
legends. China is not drilling for oil 60 
miles from the Florida Keys. There is 
one oil company—Spanish Respol 
RTF—that has purchased one lease off 
of Cuba’s shore and there is no current 
drilling or even plans to drill in the 
forseeable future. There is the possi-
bility that the Canadians may have 
something happening there, but I am 
not aware of that either. 

So any talk of using some fabricated 
China/Cuba connection as an argument 
to change U.S. policy has no merit. 

To address the supply side of the 
equation, one solution I have always 
favored involves using our existing nat-
ural resources to increase domestic 
production. 

Congress has made some progress in 
this area in recent years, but more 
needs to be done. 

Offshore drilling is one area where we 
have made progress. In 2006, I helped to 

negotiate the opening of more than 8 
million acres in the Gulf of Mexico as 
a result of negotiations and conversa-
tions on a bipartisan basis here in the 
Senate. 

The area is estimated to contain up 
to 5.8 trillion cubic feet of natural gas 
and 1.25 billion barrels of oil. That is a 
tremendous amount of resources in 
areas open to drilling right this 
minute, all as a result of an agreement 
Senator NELSON and I made, protecting 
Florida’s beaches yet understanding 
the need to open up this area of the 
Gulf. 

While 8 million acres have been 
opened in the Gulf, to date no explo-
ration has taken place. I know they are 
still in the process of leasing, but to 
date we have had no product out of 
that area. It makes sense to me that 
we would go here first, well away from 
Florida’s beaches, before this area, 
where we also have a military mission 
area to protect. 

I hope that before we talk about 
opening areas closer to our beaches, 
that we will first attempt to get to the 
one billion barrels of oil already avail-
able in the Gulf. 

Another promising domestic resource 
is in ANWR in Alaska. 

Five different times during my Sen-
ate career, I have voted to open this re-
mote area for oil exploration. It is en-
vironmentally safe, the people of Alas-
ka favor it, and our country needs it. 

I will continue to support efforts to 
obtain resources from the area. 

The size of the land we are talking 
about for exploration is merely 2,000 
acres within 19.6 million acres of wil-
derness—that is the virtual equivalent 
of a quarter on a football field. 

Estimates indicate this area in Alas-
ka contains approximately 10.4 billion 
barrels, meaning we could have an-
other one million barrels of oil coming 
into the U.S. supply every day for dec-
ades. 

I will continue to support increasing 
the U.S. domestic production as long as 
it is supported by those most directly 
impacted by it. 

Along with working to increase the 
U.S. oil exploration efforts, there is 
also a tremendous need to build more 
oil refineries. 

Part of the reason why our oil sup-
plies are stretched thin is because de-
spite the rise in demand for gasoline, a 
new fuel refinery has not been built in 
three decades. 

Once crude oil is shipped from over-
seas, it still has to be refined. 

With so few oil refineries in this 
country and the demand so high, this 
results in a bottleneck and further con-
tributes to the domestic demand that 
is outstripping supply. 

We can do a great deal more in the 
short term to alleviate the burden high 
gas prices are having on America’s 
families. 

An integral part of any energy plan 
moving forward has to focus a heavy 
emphasis on conservation. We are not 
going to drill our way to energy inde-
pendence. 
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We have to have a comprehensive ap-

proach: more exploration, more con-
servation, renewables, biofuels, and 
new technologies. 

We are paying high prices at the 
pump for that demand, and it is also 
something we are paying for environ-
mentally. I think there is huge promise 
in answering some of our energy de-
mands and contributing to a cleaner 
environment by investing in alter-
native fuels. 

Most people are familiar with eth-
anol—but I think that is just the first 
step. Florida’s research universities 
have been working on cellulosic eth-
anol, which is a second generation 
biofuel. 

This process generates fuel from or-
ange peels, grass clippings, corn 
stalks—not the corn but the waste 
after the corn is gone. Any sort of or-
ganic material that has carbon in it 
can be turned into fuel. 

One thing should be clear—it is that 
the tension on the world’s oil market is 
not going to lessen anytime soon and 
the need to lessen the U.S. dependence 
on foreign oil could not be any greater. 

Frankly, this Congress has been ab-
sent on the matter. The fact is, al-
though we talk about President Bush 
and what he has and has not done, we 
have an obligation to act as well. The 
fact is, when the Democrats took over 
the Congress the price of oil was $2 a 
gallon; today it is over $4 and going up. 
We have to put down the partisan rhet-
oric. We have to come back to the fact 
that we must come together, work to-
gether, Republicans and Democrats, to 
do what serious legislating usually can 
accomplish when people of good faith 
come together to get something done. 

I invite my dear friend and colleague, 
the Presiding Officer today, to find 
ways we might work together so we 
can help American families. I know 
there are many things on which we can 
agree. We ought to try to diminish the 
points of disagreement and find the 
common ground and move forward to a 
better energy future for our country so 
we might leave the kind of legacy for 
our children that I know is the reason 
we came here to the Senate in the first 
place. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I join 

with my colleague from Florida to talk 
about an issue that is probably on the 
minds of nearly every American today, 
especially if they just pulled their big 
SUV away from a gas pump and they 
fed their credit card into that gas 
pump and it registered $100. That is the 
reality the American consumer is being 
subjected to today in an unprecedented 
way. So my advice to the Senate today 
goes back to an old country song that 
was popular a few years ago, by a fe-
male country artist, called ‘‘A Little 
Less Talk And A Lot More Action.’’ 

That is exactly what ought to be 
going on in the halls of Congress today: 
a heck of a lot less talk and a lot more 

action. What ought that action be for 
the American consumer who today is 
paying more money than ever in the 
history of our country for energy? In 
the short term, the ‘‘more action and 
less talk’’ ought to be production, pro-
ducing oil out of our known oil re-
serves in this country. That is not the 
answer for the future. That is the an-
swer for tomorrow, next year, and 8 or 
10 years into the future. I call it a 
bridge solution to the reality of a new 
generation of energy that is the 
cellulosics, that is electric, that is the 
hybrid. But we are always going to 
need oil or hydrocarbons in our econ-
omy to produce the kind of transpor-
tation fuels for the big trucks and 
many of our rail engines and all of 
those kinds of heavy transportation 
needs. That is not in part what the con-
sumer is paying for today. The con-
sumer is paying $4-plus at the pump 
today, depending on where you live, be-
cause this Congress over the last 20 
years has had an attitude that is quite 
simple: Put that in wilderness, protect 
it, deny it, we can conserve our way 
out of it. The Clean Air Act says it is 
too expensive to retrofit refineries so 
we take one, two, three refineries off-
line. We have taken many of them off-
line because they simply couldn’t com-
ply with the Clean Air Act and they 
were too expensive to retrofit and our 
overall capacity to refine, with our 
overall capacity to explore and de-
velop, went hand and hand down while 
the American consumer was consuming 
more. 

What does that ‘‘a little less talk and 
a lot more action’’ mean? It ought to 
mean this: It ought to mean going 
where you know you can get it, going 
where you know you can drill. Where 
might that be? Here is that reality 
that American consumers ought to 
know about, and then I hope they will 
pick up the phone and call their Sen-
ator or e-mail their Senator and say: 
Why did you do this? Why over the last 
30 years did you deny us access to these 
areas where we have known oil re-
serves? 

In a modern world, for me to quote 
20-year-old statistics doesn’t make a 
lot of sense. But for 20 years we have 
said: No, we are not even going to use 
new seismographic measuring efforts 
to determine where the other oil is. We 
are going to take the old information, 
20-year-old information in the red zone 
represents this. 

American consumer, listen, because 
you ought to be on the phone today, 
calling your Senator and saying: A lit-
tle less talk and here is the action. 
Start drilling. Open these areas. Get 
the bid process going. 

What can it yield? The U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey says that in these red zones 
we have a known resource of 29 to 30 
billion barrels of oil. In the undis-
covered areas where we believe it is, 
there is 85 billion, or about 115 billion. 
You do the math. 

If we could produce a few more mil-
lion barrels a day, what would the mar-

ket do? What would the speculators do? 
They would run for cover. We would 
take $30 or $40 a barrel right off the top 
of the market that is a speculative 
price today that is betting that Amer-
ica will not do this because they are 
betting Congress is going to be doing a 
lot more talk and no action. 

If we act, if we do what we ought to 
do, if we go where we know we should 
go, where the oil is today, and we find 
that there are 120, 130, 150 billion bar-
rels of oil, down comes the market. 

If the market comes down for Amer-
ica, the market comes down for the 
world. That is the price in the market, 
because we are talking about market 
trends that are world trends—not only 
us. If you think we are having a bad 
time here and we are paying $4, what is 
a European paying? They measure by 
liters, but they are usually, probably 
at $9 or $10 now. So they are as angry 
as consumers as we are as consumers 
about the reality of the market in 
which we all live. 

I am talking crude oil. I am not talk-
ing natural gas. In these areas we be-
lieve there could be as much as 633 tril-
lion cubic feet of gas. For the chemical 
industry of our country, for the world 
as we know it, that is hugely impor-
tant. For all of the costs of the goods 
and services we are buying at the mar-
ket shelf today that are going up in 
price, they are reflecting their need to 
have the ingredients that flow from oil 
or that flow from gas. Whether it is the 
transportation that gets them to the 
shelf or whether it is the ingredients of 
the product that is on the shelf, this is 
a world today that is dominated by 
what we call hydrocarbons—oil and oil 
derivatives, and gas. We are all going 
to be paying a great deal more. 

The thing that is most visible is the 
pump, that $4 or $4.20 or $4.50. The Sen-
ator from Alaska told me this morning 
that in areas of rural Alaska where 
they barge the gas up and offload it 
during the summer for the locals to 
use, it is well over $5 a gallon. 

And it is going to that consumer at 
well beyond their inability to pay. 
They are growing frightened; they are 
relating to that Senator fear that they 
can no longer live their lives the way 
they would like to live them because 
they simply have to deny themselves 
access to gas, access to oil. 

Well, that is the reality of where we 
live and what we have done to our-
selves. It all started in this Congress 20 
years ago in the name of the environ-
ment. We began to deny, deny, deny, 
and deny. Consumers are saying some-
thing much different today than they 
did then. Because they recognize that 
in a state of denial there is a price to 
be paid. They are now paying that 
price. 

So what happened and what is hap-
pening? Well, on May 19, a Gallup Poll 
came out. They asked Americans: 
Shouldn’t we allow drilling in the U.S. 
coastal waters and up here in the 
ANWR area, the Alaskan National 
Wildlife Refuge? 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 00:31 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A11JN6.006 S11JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5478 June 11, 2008 
A few years ago, a majority of Ameri-

cans said: Oh, no, no, no. Let us protect 
those areas. Today, well, this was even 
before $4 gas, this was May 19, not this 
week, and 57 percent of Americans said: 
Drill it. 

There is a new Rasmussen Poll out 
today which is even higher than that. 
Americans are saying: Drill it. Go 
where the oil is. Explore it. Develop it. 
Bring it online. Do it in an environ-
mentally sound way. 

And our technology today can take 
us there. We do not risk the environ-
ment when we do this. Anybody who 
stands on the floor of the Senate today 
and says: Oh, save the environment, is 
in a 20-year-old environmental time 
warp. And it is quite obvious why. 
They haven’t seen the technology. 
They do not know what we now can do; 
that we have learned from the 1960s 
spill in Santa Barbara. Have you heard 
some Senators quote the facts about 
Katrina? Over a thousand wells were 
knocked offline, drilling rigs knocked 
off point. Not a drop of oil spilled. 
Why? Technology. 

So America, awaken. Pick up the 
phone. Call your Senator and say: Get 
with it. A lot more action and a lot less 
talk. Because right now we are talking. 
We are jawboning, we are politicking, 
and the consumer is having their budg-
ets burnt up by the reality of the mar-
ketplace that this Congress helped set 
decades ago. 

Hear me. A lot less talk, Senate, and 
a lot more action. Let’s go to work. 
Let’s drill our reserves. Let’s produce 
them in an environmentally sound way 
and let’s give this consumer and our 
economy and the world a better place 
to go. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MENENDEZ). The Senator from Colo-
rado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about the pain that $4-a- 
gallon gas is inflicting across the coun-
try. For the last 8 years, our energy 
policy has been stuck in the past. 
Today, we suffer from that neglect. Our 
national security is compromised by 
our alarming overdependence on for-
eign oil. Our economy is held hostage 
to other countries that control the oil 
reserves. 

Every day—every day—most Ameri-
cans, most of the 300 million Ameri-
cans are feeling the real pain of high 
gas prices and diesel prices resulting 
from these failed policies. 

Americans know the past all too 
well. Since 2001, the price of oil has 
risen more than 400 percent. The cost 
of a gallon of gas from Colorado is up 
almost 300 percent. Oh, yes, we all re-
member those dear old days in 2001, 
when in Colorado we were paying $1.08 
a gallon in the beginning of the Bush 
administration. Yet today we are at $4 
a gallon in Colorado. 

U.S. expenditures during that same 
time period on foreign oil that we are 
importing into our country have more 
than tripled; a family’s transportation 

costs have more than doubled. Projec-
tions show gas may reach $5 a gallon 
this summer. 

But the numbers do not even begin to 
tell the real story of how our depend-
ence on foreign oil is hurting the 
American people. They do not tell the 
story of the farmer in Kit Carson Coun-
ty, on the Eastern Plains of Colorado, 
who is worried, worried that he will 
not be able to afford the diesel needed 
to harvest the wheat at the end of the 
summer. 

They do not tell the story of the 
trucker in Elizabeth, CO, whose weekly 
income has fallen $700 in this economy 
and can barely afford to fill his truck 
because fuel costs are higher than they 
have ever been. 

They do not tell the story of how fuel 
prices have pushed several airlines into 
bankruptcy and led United Airlines to 
cut over 1,000 jobs in recent days. 

In rural communities, in particular, 
gas prices are taking a huge bite out of 
the family budget. This map shows the 
average proportion of a family’s in-
come that is going for filling the tanks 
in counties across the country. 

You can see which parts of the coun-
try are the hardest hit. Those are the 
rural counties, where upward of 16 per-
cent of the entire budget is going for 
gasoline. So you see in the broad swath 
of what is rural America, this yellow 
area. Down here is my San Luis Valley, 
where 16 percent of the family budget 
essentially is going to fill the tanks of 
gasoline for those families. 

Across the country we are paying al-
most $5 billion more every day for oil 
than we did 5 years ago. These moneys 
are going to the Middle East, to Rus-
sia, and to Venezuela. They are not 
moneys that are staying in America to 
make us strong. Revenues for oil-pro-
ducing states and oil companies, pri-
marily oil companies controlled by for-
eign governments, will reach $2 trillion 
this year, $2 trillion. 

So while American farmers and 
ranchers are facing $10,000-a-month 
fuel bills, Saudi Arabia is using its oil 
riches to build four new cities in the 
desert; the Sudanese are building new 
skyscrapers and five-star luxury ho-
tels; and Russia, Russia is using its oil 
windfall to increase its Federal budget 
tenfold. 

Over the last 8 years, we have not 
only become more dependent on for-
eign oil, today we import an increasing 
amount of oil from those foreign coun-
tries. Thanks to the failed energy poli-
cies of the past, we are at the mercy of 
OPEC and the oil-producing nations of 
the world. 

We need to move forward with a new 
ethic and new imperative of energy 
independence. We must succeed in a 
sustained policy that is not a stop-and- 
start policy on energy independence 
but one that will succeed in addressing 
the cause that I believe most of the 
Members of this Senate believe in; that 
is, to end our addiction on the importa-
tion of foreign oil. 

How are we going to do this? First, 
we must continue to develop our do-

mestic oil and gas resources. You heard 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle say we are not doing enough, that 
we have not drilled enough in the 
United States of America. Yet when 
you look at the 2005 Energy Policy Act 
which I helped craft, along with Sen-
ator DOMENICI and Senator BINGAMAN, 
that legislation took sensible steps, in 
my view, to stimulate new exploration 
and energy development and opened 
the door to a whole host of items on a 
portfolio toward energy independence. 

In 2006, we worked together, again, 
Democrats and Republicans, to open an 
additional 8 million acres in the Gulf of 
Mexico for energy development. Those 
areas contained 5.8 trillion cubic feet 
of natural gas and 1.26 billion barrels of 
recoverable oil. We were then asking 
that we produce more oil from our own 
resources in America. 

Colorado is a proud contributor to 
our Nation’s energy supply, and we are 
working to do more. So it is false when 
people say we are not doing things in 
America to produce for our energy sup-
ply. We have more than 34,000 active 
gas wells in my State right now. We 
have almost 5 million acres of land 
under lease. We are producing 1.2 tril-
lion cubic feet of natural gas each year, 
up sixfold from 14 years ago. 

Over the coming years, we will con-
tribute even more to our Nation’s en-
ergy supply. The BLM estimates that 
over the next 20 years we could have 
17,000 more gas wells in 3 of our west-
ern counties alone. 

Let me say, are we against energy de-
velopment in America? You tell me 
that the construction, the drilling of 
17,000 wells in 3 of my counties in the 
State of Colorado is not contributing 
to the American supply of oil and nat-
ural gas that we need in America? We 
are doing a lot already here. 

But for those on the other side who 
accuse us of doing nothing, they are 
wrong. I have also introduced legisla-
tion to open additional areas in the 
State to oil and gas development, in-
cluding the Roan Plateau in western 
Colorado. But we want to do it the 
right way. 

Let’s not kid ourselves. Expanding 
domestic oil and gas production will 
not lower gas prices or kick our addic-
tion to foreign oil. Americans consume 
25 percent of the world’s produced oil, 
but we hold less than 1.7 percent of the 
world’s proven oil reserves. 

This chart shows us a little slice of 
the pie that is 1.7 percent. One of my 
colleagues earlier said it is 3 percent of 
the world reserves. These are the fig-
ures from the Central Intelligence 
Agency. The CIA tells us we control 1.7 
percent of the global proven reserves of 
oil. Yet we are consuming 25 percent of 
those reserves. 

So what my colleagues on the other 
side are saying is that we are going to 
take this little slice of the pie and 
somehow magically address the huge 
oil security problems we are facing 
today. That is not accurate. We need to 
be honest with ourselves and the Amer-
ican people about our energy future. 
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We simply cannot drill our way to en-
ergy independence. 

If we threw open the doors of Amer-
ica’s most treasured landscapes to 
drilling, it would still just be a drop in 
the bucket. According to the Energy 
Information Administration, drilling 
the Arctic Wildlife Refuge would, at 
peak production, which would be some-
where between 2018 and 2030, reduce the 
cost of gasoline by less than 4 cents per 
gallon. 

We need to be honest with ourselves 
and the American people about our en-
ergy future. We simply cannot drill our 
way to energy independence. 

Some dream that oil shale will save 
the day. 

Oil shale deposits in Colorado, Wyo-
ming, and Utah amount to somewhere 
between 500 billion and 1.1 trillion bar-
rels of oil. That is more than double 
the proven reserves of oil in Saudi Ara-
bia. 

The trouble is, the oil is locked up in 
rock and, even after $10 billion of re-
search and development, nobody has 
figured out an economical way to get it 
out. 

If the technology were ripe, compa-
nies like Shell would already be devel-
oping oil shale today on their own 
lands. Shell and other companies al-
ready own nearly 200,000 acres of prime 
oil shale reserves in Utah and Colo-
rado. Nobody, not the Federal Govern-
ment, not the Congress, not the State, 
is stopping them from developing these 
tracts. But they are not ready, and 
that’s what they have all told us in tes-
timony. They are still struggling to 
overcome technological and economic 
barriers. 

We can help companies such as Shell 
overcome these barriers through re-
search and development incentives like 
the ones I helped put in the 2005 Energy 
Policy Act, but even under the most 
optimistic estimates, the technology 
won’t be ready for commercialization 
until 2015. 

So let’s be honest about oil shale. 
Let’s not pretend there is a magic 
wand that we can wave that will 
unlock the mystery of oil shale. Let’s 
be honest about our energy future. 
Let’s be honest with the American peo-
ple. 

Responsibly expanding our domestic 
production is only one part of the solu-
tion. As I have said repeatedly over the 
last 4 years, we also need to be improv-
ing our energy efficiency, investing in 
technologies, and developing our clean 
energy economy. We have taken sev-
eral steps in the right direction. 

At the end of 2007, Congress passed 
legislation to increase fuel efficiency 
standards in cars and light trucks by 
over 40 percent by 2020. This will save 
over 1.1 million barrels of oil a day. 

The bill we passed, the Energy Inde-
pendence and Security Act of 2007, also 
helps spur the rapid development and 
deployment of advanced biofuels, such 
as cellulosic ethanol. The bill quin-
tupled the existing renewable fuels 
standard to 36 billion gallons by 2022, 21 

billion of which must be from advanced 
biofuels, such as cellulosic ethanol. 
That is more than enough to offset our 
oil imports from Saudi Arabia, Iraq, 
and Libya combined. 

I was also proud of the work we did in 
the farm bill to spur cellulosic biofuel 
production, which has the potential to 
dramatically reduce carbon pollution. 
The farm bill includes a provision I 
sponsored that provides a $1.01 per gal-
lon tax credit for the production of cel-
lulosic biofuels. It is the first incentive 
for cellulosic biofuels of its kind. 

Why is this so important? Because 
cellulosic biofuels have the potential 
to displace 3 billion barrels of oil annu-
ally, equivalent to 60 percent of our 
country’s yearly consumption of oil in 
the transportation sector, without af-
fecting our need for food, feed or fiber, 
3 billion barrels of oil a year. 

Dramatically increasing our biofuels 
production can and will help us get 
control of gas prices and reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil. 

In fact, if it weren’t for current eth-
anol production, gas prices would be 
even higher than they are today. 

Merrill Lynch estimates that gas 
prices would be 15 percent higher if it 
weren’t for our ethanol production. Do 
not make biofuels the scapegoat. 

In addition, studies are showing that, 
as a result of our renewable fuels 
standard enacted in 2005, U.S. oil im-
ports recently declined for the first 
time in a quarter century. 

Unfortunately, there are some who 
just cannot accept the fact that 
biofuels can and should be a larger part 
of our energy future. They’re finding 
any excuse to advocate yesterday’s en-
ergy policies and step back into the 
past. 

These renewable energy opponents 
claim, for one, that biofuels produc-
tion, in particular corn ethanol produc-
tion, is to blame for high food prices. 

This is absurd. There are three fac-
tors that are driving food prices up, 
and ethanol production is not one of 
them. 

First, food prices are rising because 
global demand for grains, particularly 
from China and India, is rising. 

Second, the global food supply is 
down because of drought conditions in 
several areas of critical agricultural 
production. Still, U.S. producers are 
doing everything they can to boost 
supplies. Not counting corn used for 
ethanol production, we produced 17 per-
cent more corn food product and ex-
ported 23 percent more food product 
overall in 2007 than in 2006. 

Third, rising oil prices are making it 
more expensive to produce food. Petro-
leum costs are embedded in every part 
of the global food supply chain. Recent 
studies by USDA reveal that for every 
dollar we spend on food, only 20 cents 
is the cost of the food product itself. 
The other 80 cents or so are the costs of 
labor, energy, transportation, and 
other factors. 

The best economic minds agree that 
ethanol production is having little, if 

any, effect on food prices. Ed Lazear, 
chairman of the President’s Council of 
Economic Advisors, recently reported 
that ethanol production accounts for 
less than 3 percent of the increase in 
global food prices. 

Those who claim that biofuels pro-
duction is driving up food costs are 
flat-out wrong. 

Let’s not forget where today’s high 
gas prices are hurting most, it is in 
America’s rural communities. Farmers, 
ranchers, small business owners, fami-
lies in small towns, they know the true 
cost of our addiction to foreign oil. 
They feel it every day. 

They also know that the solution is 
not far away. They know that the solu-
tion lies in our farms and fields, in the 
promise of cellulosic ethanol and in the 
ingenuity of the American worker. 

Our rural communities know we can 
grow our way to energy independence if 
we continue to pass and implement 
policies that stimulate our clean en-
ergy economy. 

So let’s not let them down. Let’s not 
turn the clock back to the failed en-
ergy policies of the last 8 years. Let’s 
not pretend that the 1.7 percent of the 
world’s oil reserves that we possess will 
meet our energy needs. Let’s be honest 
with the American people. Let’s build 
our clean energy economy. Let’s pass 
the tax extenders that Senator BAUCUS, 
I, and others have developed that will 
stimulate renewable energy develop-
ment. Let’s give these growing indus-
tries the tax certainty that they and 
their investors need to move forward 
with projects that are creating good- 
paying jobs across the country. Let’s 
get after the speculation in the oil 
market. And let’s get to work on 
breaking our addiction to foreign oil. 

I will conclude by making a few addi-
tional comments. We have heard from 
the other side of the aisle that oil shale 
somehow is magically going to develop 
as part of the solution for our energy 
independence and deal with gas prices 
today. The truth of the matter is, we 
supported the oil shale provisions in 
2005 and have been moving forward in 
the development of oil shale in Colo-
rado in a responsible way. 

Yet we know that even after the in-
vestment of billions of dollars, the 
technology is some 6 to 7, maybe 8 
years away before it can be even com-
mercially developed, if it is proven it 
can be done. Yet there is this accusa-
tion that is coming from the other side 
of the aisle that somehow the develop-
ment of oil shale is going to deal with 
the immediate crisis we face today. 
That is simply a false charge. We need 
to move forward and attempt to look 
at the development of oil shale in an 
environmentally responsible way. 

Another point, before I conclude, is 
we need to continue to grow our way to 
energy independence. I am a proud 
sponsor, with Senator GRASSLEY, of the 
25-by-25 resolution. I think America’s 
farmers and ranchers can help us move 
forward so we can produce 25 percent of 
our energy from renewable energy. 
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I am hopeful this energy crisis does 

not create an opportunity for us to 
take a step back on the investments we 
are making in biofuels. Biofuels are a 
significant way in which we will move 
forward to energy independence. 

I believe strongly there are parts of 
our energy agenda that Republicans 
and Democrats can come together on, 
but I am hopeful the stalling tactics 
that keep us from moving forward to 
crafting an energy bill will end so we 
can deliver on solutions to the Amer-
ican people. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Colorado for his 
solid, pertinent remarks about the en-
ergy situation we face and solutions for 
the crisis. 

The energy crisis we face today is 
putting a squeeze on our working fami-
lies. This morning, AAA announced an-
other new record high on the national 
average for the price of a gallon of gas 
at $4.05 a gallon. Diesel hit a new 
record of $4.79 a gallon. The price of oil 
is at $134 a barrel. Yesterday in the 
Senate, Republicans blocked some 
solid measures by which we can lower 
the cost of energy which would directly 
impact working families, small busi-
nesses, agriculture, and the trucking 
industry. 

Today, I rise to urge my Republican 
colleagues to allow us to pass legisla-
tion that will make a difference to free 
America from this grip of foreign oil. 
Although my Democratic colleagues 
have produced commonsense legisla-
tion to deal with this energy crisis, the 
folks on the other side of the aisle con-
tinue to block any reasonable attempt 
to take effective action. We have sound 
policy proposals on the table, and it is 
time for the other side to help lead or 
follow or get out of the way. 

My Montana neighbors are hurting 
from the high cost of energy. Our man-
ufacturers are at the risk of shutting 
down because of high energy costs. 
Truckers struggle to make ends meet, 
facing the high prices of diesel fuel. 
Family farmers are suffering from 
record-high diesel, high fertilizer, and 
other input costs. This energy crisis is 
real. We feel it every day. We have 
been feeling this effect for many 
months. The phone in my Senate office 
is ringing off the hook with folks ask-
ing for relief. Unfortunately, Repub-
licans yesterday voted to deny any of 
that relief. They continue to block ac-
tion even on the commonsense plan of 
my colleague from Montana, Senator 
BAUCUS, to extend tax incentives for 
promising alternative energy. 

The facts are clear. We cannot drill 
our way out of this energy crisis. Drill-
ing is a part of the mix of solutions we 
need, but we must find innovative and 
creative solutions to the challenges of 
this 21st century. Investing in renew-
able energy at home is the only way we 
can get on a path toward energy inde-
pendence. 

In short, we must pass the tax bill by 
Senators BAUCUS and GRASSLEY to sup-
port energy innovations such as wind, 
solar, and biofuels. The bill extends the 
production tax credit for wind, geo-
thermal, landfill gas, solar, and bio-
mass. 

The United States has led the world 
for 3 years in wind power capacity. 
Last month, the Department of Energy 
said the United States can get fully 20 
percent of its power from wind. But all 
of this grinds to a halt if we don’t ex-
tend the production tax credit that ex-
pires at the end of this year. 

This bill also includes incentives for 
homeowners to take the initiative to 
put renewable energy systems in their 
homes. It advances carbon capture 
technology so that we can expand coal 
power into the future while fighting 
climate change, and it extends credits 
for cellulosic ethanol and biodiesel. We 
have heard a lot of talk about ethanol 
influencing food prices. If we want to 
develop biofuels that don’t compete 
with food, we need to extend the tax 
credits that help get these fuels into 
the marketplace. 

Perhaps most importantly, it con-
tinues our focus on conservation in 
homes and businesses. This is the low- 
hanging fruit of good energy policy. 

If this package has any shortfalls at 
all, it is that the extensions are not 
long enough. I know a lot of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
also like the tax provisions. The dif-
ference is, they don’t want to pay for 
it. It is not free. We can’t just get out 
the credit card and forget about it. If 
we don’t pay for it, our kids do. 

This package by Senator BAUCUS 
takes a fiscally responsible approach to 
the tax incentives. That means closing 
the loophole in the Tax Code that al-
lows wealthy hedge fund managers, 
many of whom engage in the very spec-
ulation that drives up the cost of oil, 
to defer paying taxes on the money 
they make outside the United States. 

Why anyone would hold up $55 billion 
in tax cuts for small businesses, work-
ing families, and our Nation’s renew-
able energy industry is beyond me. 
More importantly, families in Montana 
and rural America wouldn’t tolerate it, 
and they should not. 

Unfortunately, the other side of the 
aisle continues to block this bill. We 
need to pass this important Federal 
support and expand it so energy diver-
sification efforts can count on a more 
steady and reliable backstop. 

Montana is already leading the way 
toward a more sustainable energy fu-
ture. We need to use the power of the 
Federal Government to reach the full 
potential of these homegrown renew-
able energy projects. Let me give a 
couple examples. 

Across the Great Plains, wind is one 
of our most reliable and most plentiful 
natural resources. We are harnessing 
the power of wind to generate elec-
tricity and to power homes and busi-
nesses across my State. We need the 
support of the U.S. Tax Code to build 

on this progress. On the agricultural 
front, camelina is a crop that can be 
used in biofuels without competing 
with food crops. In fact, the byproduct 
of camelina fuel production can be fed 
to cattle as a nutritional feed. This is 
an example of the innovative approach 
this Nation needs to free ourselves 
from the grip of OPEC and corrupt oil 
regimes of the world. 

There is no reason the Senators can-
not work together to support innova-
tive solutions to this challenging prob-
lem. Unfortunately, the Republicans 
seem only interested in covering for 
the President, who has been asleep at 
the switch. Their own solution is to 
drill for oil in our most environ-
mentally fragile areas. 

We need commonsense solutions to 
address the cost of energy. The energy 
provisions in the Baucus bill will take 
a giant step forward in developing the 
21st-century solutions our people de-
serve. We must start today to put 
America back on a path toward energy 
independence. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
to talk about high gas prices and the 
fact that so many of my colleagues 
from across the aisle have no interest 
or seem to have no interest in address-
ing the problem. Republicans seem not 
to care about the pain at the pump, but 
they may well care about the pain at 
the polls that could come from ignor-
ing this crisis and their constituents. 

The bottom line is, we are asking to 
have a debate on the issue of how to re-
duce gas prices, and the other side just 
says no. They may have a different so-
lution than we do. They think ANWR is 
the answer, the Alaska oilfields. We all 
know that would take 7 years before a 
drop of oil would come, and most esti-
mates say it would not reduce the price 
by very much at all. But let’s debate it. 
We are willing to debate ANWR, an 
issue they care about. Why are they 
not willing to debate the windfall prof-
its tax or dealing with speculation or 
dealing with the cartel of OPEC? We 
are happy to debate it all. 

Make no mistake, we are facing an 
energy crisis that has led to a painful 
and unprecedented spike in the price of 
oil—$140 a barrel, $4 a gallon—and the 
minority, the Republicans say this is a 
problem that is not worthy of our at-
tention or action. It is hard to believe. 
When you go home, whether it is at a 
parade or a veterans hall, even at wed-
dings and christenings, people are com-
ing over to you and asking: What are 
you doing about gas prices? The other 
side says: Let’s not debate it. 

It is incredible. 
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Eighty-six percent of Americans are 

unhappy with the state of our econ-
omy. The most tangible symbol of this 
is $4 a gallon gasoline. I can’t under-
stand why my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle refuse to address this 
issue and block us from helping Amer-
ican consumers as our economy con-
tinues to falter. 

They can filibuster all they want. We 
are up to 75 filibusters. Seventy-five 
times, they said: We don’t want to 
move forward. We don’t want to de-
bate. But they cannot play the Amer-
ican people for fools. Come November, 
they will reap what they sow. My col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
will filibuster themselves right out of 
their Senate seats. The American pub-
lic will not take lightly the fact that 
Senate Republicans have prevented 
anyone from helping. They will see 
through the shams and the false ideas. 
The strategy of playing to a base that 
is becoming more and more narrow is 
going to cost them dearly because the 
American people know which party is 
blocking action on energy prices and 
on tax extenders. 

For all the talk about how American 
families have benefited from the Bush 
tax cuts, for all the emphasis Senator 
MCCAIN is placing on making them per-
manent, the simple, undeniable, you- 
can-look-it-up, no-spin truth is that 
the average American family is paying 
far more in higher gas prices this year 
than they received from the Bush tax 
cuts. So set aside for a moment higher 
health care costs, higher tuition costs, 
higher food prices, and all the other 
ways American families are feeling the 
pinch. They are paying more this year 
in gas prices alone than they received 
in the Bush tax cuts. Let me repeat 
that. They are paying more this year 
in gas prices alone than they received 
in the Bush tax cuts. Our friends across 
the aisle have turned the economic 
stimulus plan into the big-oil stimulus 
plan. It is unconscionable that the 
American public is being forced to use 
their stimulus checks just to pay for 
gas. 

I have asked myself, Why don’t they 
even want to debate the issue? We are 
willing to debate ANWR. We are will-
ing to debate some of their solutions. 
Why aren’t they willing to debate ours? 
I will tell you why. There are too many 
people who don’t want to vote yes or 
no. They are torn between their base, 
their oil company constituency, and 
the rest of America. So they want to 
duck. But that policy is not going to 
work—not this time, not this place, 
not this year. 

So we are here today to ask that we 
be allowed to debate the two issues 
they blocked us on yesterday. This 
week in the Senate Republicans are 
blocking lower energy costs. Let me re-
peat that because clear as a bell, that 
is what is happening. This week in the 
Senate Republicans are blocking lower 
energy costs. We cannot even debate 
them. Yesterday, they blocked us twice 
from debating legislation to address 
rising gas prices. 

The Senate majority leader put to-
gether a comprehensive energy pack-
age, the Consumer-First Energy Act. 
Senator BAUCUS put together the Re-
newable Energy and Job Creation Act 
that extended tax credits to promote 
renewable energy and break our de-
pendence on foreign oil. What did they 
say to either of these in terms of not 
just a lack of support but debate? No, 
no, no. 

So we are stuck with high oil prices, 
and instead of letting us debate these 
pieces of legislation, my colleagues on 
the other side and the Bush adminis-
tration keep going back to the same 
old tired idea: Drilling in Alaska. And 
do not be fooled because presenting 
this idea is like a poorly performed 
magic trick. It does not work, and if 
you look closely enough, you can see 
through the smoke and mirrors. 

Let me ask my colleagues, when 
would ANWR drilling have an impact 
on prices? When are we going to get the 
first bit of oil? In 2018. Do the Amer-
ican people want to wait until 2018, 10 
years from now? We Democrats—I was 
one of the leaders here—agreed last 
year to drill in the east gulf. That 
would have increased domestic produc-
tion over the next few years. So when 
the other side says: We don’t want to 
drill—we believe we cannot drill our 
way out of the problem. We need a pro-
found change in energy policy. But to 
alleviate the short-term pain—not 10 
years from now but more imme-
diately—we have said drill in the east 
gulf. I helped round up Democratic 
votes to pass that bill. 

So we are not saying do not drill, but 
we are saying we need a profound 
change in energy policy. ANWR is too 
far away. We should be changing the 
policy long before 2018 when the first 
drop of ANWR oil would come. 

Perhaps the only thing we have done 
that will help reduce the price of oil 
and gas in the last while is something 
that had to wait for a Democratic Con-
gress and Senate: Higher mileage 
standards in the cars. That will be 
something. But we need to do a lot 
more. We need to go after the oil com-
panies. We need to go after OPEC. We 
need to stop rampant speculation. 

The Consumer-First Energy Act does 
those things. We need to change our 
tax policy so instead of giving breaks 
and subsidies to the oil companies, we 
start encouraging alternative energy: 
Solar, wind, biomass—you name it. 

In conclusion, yesterday we heard 
simply: No, we will not debate oil 
prices. They are blocking lower energy 
costs. We hope over the next day or 
two our Republican colleagues will 
rethink that position and join us in a 
fulsome debate because otherwise we 
will not get gas prices to go down. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 

could you let me know when 5 minutes 
have expired, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
will give the Senator from New York 
an A+ for creative imagination. Here 
we are wanting to debate the climate 
change bill—which is a 53-cent-per-gal-
lon gas tax increase proposed primarily 
by Members of the other side, and 
which includes a $6.7 trillion slush fund 
that Members of Congress could spend 
as they see fit—and members of the 
majority party were so embarrassed by 
it they tried to bring it down and pull 
it from the floor. This is a bill we 
should be spending all month talking 
about. If it is really important to deal 
with gas prices and electricity prices 
and climate change and clean air and 
our overdependence on foreign oil, 
where are the debaters on climate 
change? That is the bill we are on 
today. We—the Republicans—said let’s 
continue to discuss this important 
issue. They said: No, let’s bring it 
down. And for what purpose? To bring 
up their no-energy bill. Their solution 
to gas prices—very cleverly disguised 
by the Senator from New York—is 
more lawsuits, more taxes, and no ex-
ploration. Our solution is more Amer-
ican energy now. 

The Senator from New York said: 
Well, why should we drill in the 2000 
acres of Alaska that would produce a 
million barrels of oil a day? It would be 
10 years before we would see that oil. 
The answer is that it would be 1 mil-
lion barrels of oil a day, which would 
add 1 million to the 6 million we 
produce. Ten years ago, President Clin-
ton vetoed legislation passed by a Re-
publican Congress to permit more oil 
exploration in Alaska. If he had not, we 
would have 1 million more barrels of 
oil a day of American energy. 

So that is the reason we should go 
ahead. We need more American energy 
now. We are for it; they are not. We are 
for it; they are not. More American en-
ergy now. 

We know the future is a different 
kind of future for energy. I have sug-
gested—with support from many of my 
colleagues—that we have a new Man-
hattan Project, in effect, to focus on 
things we do not know how to do. How 
do we get solar power down to the cost 
of fossil fuel? How do we make plug-in 
electric cars commonplace? How do we 
safely dispose of nuclear waste by re-
processing it? How do we have more re-
search for advanced biofuels, made 
from crops we do not eat? We want 
that kind of future, where America has 
achieved clean energy independence. 
We want to start today to move toward 
it with the same intellectual horse-
power and speed and dollars that we 
moved toward splitting the atom and 
building a bomb in World War II. 

But that is the future. The bridge to 
the future is to use more American en-
ergy now. Gasoline is made from oil. 
We use 25 percent of the world’s oil. 
Until we get to this future, we are 
going to need more of it. We can either 
buy it from the Middle East and from 
Venezuela, or we can make more of it 
here. It is that simple. 
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Today, and in days to follow, I will be 

reading letters from Tennesseans who 
have written to me about the effect of 
gas prices on their families. I received 
400 such e-mails in the last few days. 
Let me read one from Lounita Howard 
from Lascassas, TN, which is in Ruth-
erford County: 

The high gas prices have hit my husband 
and myself especially hard. We are both self- 
employed. Bobby is a full-time farmer (one 
of few remaining in Wilson County, Ten-
nessee), and I own a small community news-
paper, The Watertown Gazette. 

I live nearly 20 miles from my office, but 
working from home is not an option. I’m 
spending close to $70 a week on gas just com-
muting to Watertown from our farm in 
Lascassas. (We live just in Wilson County.) 
Two years ago, it cost me $30 to $35 a week. 

Diesel fuel is another story. Road fuel is 
running around $4.70 a gallon. Off-road fuel 
for tractors is around $4.30 or $4.40. 

She goes on to tell about her husband 
Bobby, who is a seventh generation 
farmer. 

I have a letter, also, from Jonathan 
Henry, a marine for 18 years, who is a 
Tennessee native who returned from 12 
months in Iraq. His family was given a 
flat rate for moving costs. Gas is so 
high, they have had to make cuts in 
about everything else, he says. He had 
to forego his family vacation. It is too 
expensive to go on now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be advised 5 minutes have ex-
pired. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I will continue for about an-
other 60 seconds, and then I will con-
clude my remarks. 

I have letters from Kathy Crowe from 
Hendersonville, TN; Joseph Rizzo from 
Townsend, TN, where I live; and Marti 
Lewis from Pleasantville, TN. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
From: 1st Sgt Jonathan Henry. 
To: Senator Alexander. 
Subject: A Marine’s opinion. 

DEAR SENATOR ALEXANDER: I am writing as 
a Marine who returned from Iraq in Feb-
ruary from a twelve month tour, my second 
in three years. I appreciate your concern to 
hear from Tennesseans including active duty 
service members from Tennessee like myself 
who represent our great state. Shortly after 
I returned to my home base in North Caro-
lina and executed orders to Camp Pendleton, 
CA where gas is now in excess of four dollars 
and thirty-one cents as of 1 June 2008. My 
family felt the expense of gas prices as we 
are paid a flat rate for moving that includes 
fuel cost. The high prices for gas reduced the 
flexibility we had for use on other moving 
expenses. 

The high prices of gas are having a serious 
affect on Tennesseans like myself who are 
assigned outside Tennessee and pay the high-
est prices in the nation. I have proudly 
served in the Marine Corps for over eighteen 
years and will gladly go anywhere assigned 
but it strains my family during times like 
this when we travel. This summer we had 
planned vacation time together we missed 
during my deployment in 2007. We have had 
to change our plans considerably because 

there is no way an enlisted member like my-
self can afford to travel distances outside the 
immediate area and have expenditures be-
yond what we would pay for fuel. My wife is 
thrifty and she made our home run smoothly 
while I served in Iraq and assures me that we 
can still make the most of what we have 
here at our new duty station. 

I appreciate your concern and hope that 
Congress will see how Americans are sacri-
ficing because of soaring gas prices. 

Thank You Sir, 
JONATHAN S. HENRY, 

1st Sgt USMC. 

From: Lounita Howard. 
To: Senator Alexander. 
Subject: High Gas Price Stories. 

DEAR SENATOR ALEXANDER: The high gas 
prices have hit my husband and myself espe-
cially hard. We are both self employed. 
Bobby is a full-time farmer (one of few re-
naming in Wilson County, Tennessee), and I 
own a small community newspaper, The Wa-
tertown Gazette. 

I live nearly 20 miles from my office, but 
working from home is not an option. I’m 
spending close to $70 a week on gas just com-
muting to Watertown from our farm in 
Lascassas (We live just in Wilson County). 
Two years ago, it cost me $30 to $35 a week. 

Diesel fuel is another story. Road fuel is 
running around $4.70 a gallon. Off-road fuel 
for tractors is around $4.30 or $4.40. It just 
keeps going up—almost daily. There’s no 
way to budget for this. We row-crop, growing 
corn and large amounts of hay, and raise cat-
tle. Obviously, Bobby uses thousands of gal-
lons of diesel in his business just to keep the 
tractors going. He uses a substantial amount 
of road-fuel as well, as he must have heavy- 
duty dually diesel trucks to pull trailers 
loaded with equipment or hay. Diesel fuel 
used to cost less than gasoline. Now it costs 
far more. It costs hundreds of dollars just to 
fill the tanks on one truck. 

We’re really wondering how we can sur-
vive. Bobby is a seventh generation farmer 
on the same land in Wilson County settled 
by his ancestors when they came to Ten-
nessee in the early 1800s. My dream was to 
own my own business—I saw that dream 
come true five years ago, but with the cost 
of fuel coupled with the high cost of health 
insurance as a self-employed couple, I begin-
ning to question the wisdom of continuing to 
pursue that dream. 

Before the gas prices started skyrocketing, 
we were holding our own—not getting rich, 
mind you, but we were ok. Now, it’s hand-to- 
mouth. Gas prices are impacting the cost of 
everything else—groceries, household sup-
plies, you name it I heard today that sales at 
Goodwill Stores in Tennessee have gone up 
12 percent—not surprising. Who can afford to 
buy ‘‘new’’ when they’ve got to fill up their 
fuel tanks to do their job, or get to the of-
fice? 

Thank you for your time and efforts to ad-
dress the problem of high fuel prices. 

Sincerely, 
LOUNITA HOWARD, 

Lascassas, TN 

From: essencelighting@netscape.net. 
To: Senator Alexander. 
Subject: Impact on Small Business. 

We supply lighting to the residential build-
ing community in Sumner and Wilson coun-
ty. Many of these builders have gone from 
building 30 homes a year in 2007 to this year 
just one. Some have even gone out of busi-
ness completely. 

I took a second mortgage out on our home 
and used retirement funds to purchase this 
business several years ago. We built a thriv-
ing business with a bright future until this 
year. Today, I can barely make payroll. Our 

key was always customer service. Part of 
that service included going to a client or 
builder’s home and personally consulting on 
the project site. This consultation is at no 
charge. We have free delivery. We can no 
longer afford to drive to Wilson County or 
the far roaches of Davidson County without 
charging a fee just to pay for Gas! It pains 
me to charge for what my heart says should 
be at not charge. It cost $110 to fill my tank 
2x per week. 

Our sales to the building community are 
down 47% over previous year(s). 

My supplies are charging 25% of the cost of 
goods as fuel charges. 

UPS is charging 25%—55% cost of goods as 
delivery charges. 

Product made in China (90% of inventory) 
is rising monthly, 

Two of my employees are considering leav-
ing us due entirely to fuel costs from Gal-
latin to Hendersonville everyday. 

If this continues, we will close. Several 
new people will be on the state’s unemploy-
ment, the $50,000+ local sales tax we con-
tribute to will be eliminated and we will 
foreclose on our personal home and property. 

Please help. 
KATHY CROWE, 
Hendersonville, TN. 

From: Joseph Rizzo. 
To: Senator Alexander. 
Subject: Gas Prices. 

I am a student at UT and live in Townsend. 
It cost me $100 per week just to travel back 
and forth to school. I was faced with drop-
ping out of school, because I could not afford 
the fuel, or dip into my savings and purchase 
a scooter that will give me the economy of 
$20 per week in fuel cost. If the cost of the 
scooter offsets the cost of the fuel, then I 
made the right choice in the long run. My 
biggest concern now is the safety of trav-
eling back and forth on a scooter. Had no 
choice. Education or no education. 

JOSEPH RIZZO, 
Townsend, TN. 

From: breethnheethn@aol.com. 
To: Senator Alexander. 
Subject: Gas Prices. 

I am a disabled veteran who requires a lot 
of medical treatment and doctor visits. And 
because I live in a small town I have to drive 
up to 100 miles for treatment. I have been 
forced to try and schedule appointments to 
coincide with my family’s appointments so 
we can share the ride. As a result, I am not 
getting the treatment I require as often as is 
needed and am left suffering with symptoms 
that have caused me to be disabled. I should 
go to the doctor for treatment every two 
weeks but have to now wait up to a month 
because the gas prices are so high. In the 
meantime I suffer with terrible pain. But, I 
have little choice since I can’t afford the gas 
it would take to drive such distances. I pray 
that the prices will go down so that I can 
seek the treatment I need for a condition 
that arose while serving my country. I ap-
preciate all that you do to ensure we can 
have reasonable and affordable gas. 

MARTI LEWIS, 
Pleasantville, TN. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. As we debate high 
gas prices, and as we hear these stories 
from Tennesseans and other Ameri-
cans, let’s be clear what we need to do. 
We all want an energy future where 
America has achieved clean energy 
independence, but that is very different 
than what we have today. But the 
bridge to that future in a country that 
uses 25 percent of all the energy in the 
world is more American energy now. 
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We Republicans support that, and most 
of the Democrats do not—which is why 
they propose more lawsuits and taxes, 
but no exploration. 

Just as one example, to conclude: 
Why not let Virginia do what four 
other States do and put oil and natural 
gas rigs 50 miles out where you cannot 
see them, and take 37.5 percent of the 
revenues and put it in a trust fund for 
schools or beach nourishment, give 12.5 
percent of the revenues to the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, and put 
some more American oil now into the 
world marketplace so prices would sta-
bilize and begin to go down? I offered 
that amendment to the Budget Resolu-
tion earlier this year. It was defeated 
52 to 47. Most Republicans voted for it. 
Most Democrats voted no. 

We are for more American energy 
now, and they say no. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be allowed to 
speak for up to 10 minutes and the re-
maining block of our time be reserved 
for the Senator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 
to also read a letter from one of my 
constituents, Jerry from Denton, TX. 
That is just around Dallas. He wrote to 
me: 

I work full time, have two part time jobs, 
and go to school full time and with living ex-
penses I am having trouble keeping my head 
above water. My parents are both retired and 
drawing social security, my dad is also work-
ing as much as he can, but still they are just 
barely able to get by. My health insurance 
expires next month and I cannot afford it be-
cause of what I’m spending on gas right now. 

Jerry adds: 
We need a long term plan that allows for 

new sources of energy, but that does not in-
volve the complete doing away with gas or 
making gas prices go so high. Something 
needed to be done months ago. 

Well, I think Jerry is being overly 
generous. Something needed to be done 
far earlier than just a few months ago. 
We needed to do something about this 
10 years ago. But, unfortunately, the 
birds have come home to roost, and 
now the American people are suffering 
high gas prices which affect every as-
pect of their lives. 

Two days ago, I was in Houston, TX, 
at the Houston Food Bank. I heard 
from a senior citizen—a woman—who is 
disabled and whose food costs have 
gone up by 50 percent. Now, you may 
wonder, what is the connection be-
tween food costs and gasoline? Well, 
the fact is, the diesel or the gasoline 
the farmers need in order to produce 
the crop—to bring it in so it can be 
made available for us to buy and pre-
pare for our tables—has driven food 
prices even higher. 

As to some of the choices we have 
made in Congress—for example, to use 
food for fuel, things such as corn for 
ethanol—about 25 percent of our do-
mestic corn crop now is used for 

biofuels, and we need to revisit that. 
But in the short term what we need to 
do is to bring down the price of gaso-
line at the pump. There are basically 
three ways we can do that: One is we 
can increase supply which, to me, is 
the most obvious answer. 

I heard one of my colleagues this 
morning cite a new Gallup survey 
which points to the fact that American 
attitudes have changed dramatically 
with the facts; that is, as gas prices 
have gone higher—from January 4, 
2007, when they were $2.33 a gallon to 
today where they are $4.05 a gallon—at-
titudes have changed about producing 
oil from domestic sources. We are talk-
ing about in Alaska. We are talking 
about the Outer Continental Shelf 
where now China, off of our southern 
coastline is producing oil in basically 
an area where we could be producing it, 
but China is producing it for them-
selves while we have put a moratorium 
on producing that for ourselves. 

Then there is a vast oil shale out in 
the Western States. It is estimated 
that in the Green River formation in 
Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, there 
are as many as 2 trillion barrels of oil 
potentially available from that one lo-
cation but approximately 6 trillion bar-
rels of oil from producing oil shale 
using new technology that has not al-
ways been available. So we could bring 
down the price of gasoline, 70 percent 
of which is composed of the price of oil, 
by increasing American supply which 
will, in turn, reduce our dependency on 
imported oil from the Middle East. 

Our colleague and friend, Senator 
SCHUMER of New York, acknowledged 
this recently—that supply can affect 
price—but he was talking about Saudi 
Arabia increasing their supply. I am 
not for increasing our dependence on 
Saudi Arabia or any other country; I 
am for greater independence by de-
pending on our own domestic re-
sources. But he said on this argument— 
on the supply-and-demand issue—on 
April 30: If they produced a half a mil-
lion more barrels a day, the price 
would come down a very significant 
amount. At the same time, it would 
stop the speculation that keeps driving 
the price of oil up. 

Well, I say he is half right. More sup-
ply—more American supply—would 
help dampen the speculation and help 
bring down the price which would help 
make more oil available to make into 
gasoline which would help all of our 
consumers and constituents at the 
pump. It would help people such as 
Jerry, who is trying to get by while 
going to school and trying to hold 
down two jobs in Denton, TX. 

Fifty-seven percent, at last count, of 
the American people in a Gallup survey 
said they believe we ought to take ad-
vantage of the natural resources that 
God has given this country. I remem-
ber when I was in school; we would 
look at different countries and try to 
figure out why one was more success-
ful, more prosperous, than another. In-
variably, the teacher would say be-

cause the natural resources this coun-
try has are so vast, that is one of the 
reasons for the tremendous prosperity. 
America is the only country I know of 
that has this bounteous natural re-
source known as oil and gas and we 
have consciously decided—Congress has 
consciously decided—to put it out of 
bounds through various appropriations 
acts dating back to about 1982. 

We need to reconsider this. I believe 
we need to change our ways and help 
relieve some of this pressure consumers 
are feeling at the pump, and the 
woman I was referring to at the Hous-
ton Food Bank who sees her food prices 
driven up, requiring her to be more in 
need of the good works and the charity 
of others, to help her with her food 
costs. This is something that I, frank-
ly, do not understand—why Congress 
continues to be the impediment and 
not part of the solution. 

Our friend from New York and others 
say: Well, we have a solution. There 
was a bill that was introduced and 
voted on yesterday, and frankly I agree 
with the Senator from Tennessee that 
it was not an energy bill because it 
didn’t contain one additional drop of 
new energy. What it said was: Well, we 
are going to sue OPEC—the Organiza-
tion of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries—including Venezuela and Iran, 
Saudi Arabia, and others, presumably 
to get them to open the spigot even 
wider so we can be more dependent on 
imported oil while continuing to put 
America’s natural resources out of 
bounds. That is not a solution. Then 
they said: OK, we have an even better 
idea. People are mad at oil companies, 
so let’s raise taxes on oil companies. 
That would be great, wouldn’t it? It 
would make everybody feel good. 

Well, the problem is that happened 
back in the 1980s, the so-called windfall 
profits tax, and do you know what hap-
pened? The Congressional Research 
Service has documented the fact that 
domestic oil production went down by 6 
percent. In other words, it made us 
even more dependent on imported oil 
from the Middle East and elsewhere, 
not less dependent. So we want to re-
peat our mistakes. It is true that those 
who forget history are condemned to 
relive it, and I guess our friends on the 
other side of the aisle want us to relive 
that bad part of our history as far as 
our energy independence is concerned. 

So as good as it may feel to some 
people to raise taxes to stick it to the 
oil companies, it is sticking it to your-
self. In the end, everybody understands 
that when you raise taxes, eventually 
those taxes—those costs—are going to 
be passed down to—guess who. You got 
it: to the consumer. Rather than bring-
ing down the price of gasoline, it is 
going to continue to drive up the price. 

Last week we saw what I think is fair 
to say a very poorly timed presen-
tation of the Boxer climate tax bill 
which, rather than bringing down the 
price of oil and gasoline, would have 
driven the price up. The National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers estimated if 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 00:31 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11JN6.030 S11JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5484 June 11, 2008 
we had passed that bill, it would have 
driven up electricity costs and gasoline 
costs by more than 145 percent. 

So there is a better way for us to do 
this, but it is not by trying to force bad 
solutions, big Government solutions 
with $6.7 trillion in costs associated 
with it—ones which will backfire on us 
and increase the costs of gasoline and 
electricity. That is not a good solution. 
I think most people of good will and 
common sense would agree. We need to 
find a solution that will bring down 
those costs as we work toward that 
clean energy future that Senator ALEX-
ANDER and others have talked about; as 
we use more of our own natural re-
sources, as we develop nuclear power to 
make electricity in a larger percentage 
as countries such as France do where 80 
percent of their electricity is made 
from nuclear power; so we have elec-
tricity to recharge the battery on that 
hybrid plug-in vehicle that is going to 
be produced by General Motors and 
others in 2010 and beyond. 

We are going to have to change some 
of the way we operate such as by con-
servation, by paying more attention to 
the environment, but also from a na-
tional security and economic perspec-
tive by trying to make sure we develop 
clean sources of energy. But as we are 
on that bridge to the future to clean 
energy independence, we are going to 
have to continue to depend on oil and 
gas. Doesn’t it make sense that we 
would rely more on ourselves and less 
on others to help us with this impor-
tant element of a prosperous economy, 
not to mention the thousands of addi-
tional jobs that would be created right 
here in the United States, if we would 
develop more of our own resources 
rather than depend on our adversaries 
to sell it to us so they can use the 
money to buy weapons to perhaps use 
those weapons against us? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss further this issue of energy 
which is, of course, a massive and im-
portant priority for us as a nation and 
for people simply trying to get through 
the day—driving to work or whatever 
they have to do that uses energy—with 
the price of gasoline at over $4 a gallon 
and, at least in my part of the country, 
the fear of oil prices next winter— 
which is the primary source of heating 
fuel for us in New England—being well 
into the middle $4 price range and po-
tentially higher. That is something 
most people find almost inconceivable 
but, more importantly, it is extremely 
hard to afford and it puts a tremendous 
amount of pressure on the family budg-
et. 

The question becomes: How do we ad-
dress this as a culture and how do we 
address it as a Congress? We have had 
a proposal brought forward by the 
other side of the aisle which seems to 
ignore the concept of supply and de-
mand and turns basically to trial law-

yers and to taxes to try to address how 
you produce more energy. That is un-
likely to encourage or to address this 
issue in a positive way. The simple fact 
is to set up an American procedure 
where you are now allowed to sue 
Saudi Arabia or the Gulf Emirates or 
Iran over their production of oil is cut-
ting off your nose to spite your face. 
These are independent nations. The 
idea that you are going to resolve the 
issue of production and availability 
and price by suing these nations, some 
of which—for example, Venezuela— 
have great antipathy for us to begin 
with; at least their leadership does—is 
absurd on its face. It is plain absurd. It 
may make a good press release, it 
might make a good hyperbolic state-
ment, but it certainly does not do any-
thing to produce more energy for us as 
a nation at a more affordable price. It 
may make a few trial lawyers happy, 
but that is about all it is going to do. 

In fact, it will have the opposite reac-
tion. If I led a country and the U.S. 
Congress passed a law that said they 
could sue my country, I would simply 
say to the United States: You can go 
pound sand. We don’t have to ship you 
any oil at all. We certainly don’t have 
to take the revenues that we generate 
from those oil shipments and reinvest 
them in the United States, which is 
critical to us as a society for our own 
capital formation. So this policy is 
counterproductive and, as I say, is cut-
ting off your nose to spite your face. 

It is followed closely by an equally 
incoherent policy from a standpoint of 
substance—maybe not from a stand-
point of politics—which is the idea that 
you are going to tax American corpora-
tions at excessive rates over which you 
tax other corporations because they 
make profits that are deemed by Mem-
bers of the other side of the aisle to be 
excessive. Basically the philosophy of 
this position is: Well, we in Congress 
know how to spend your profits better 
than you, the company that produces 
those profits knows how to spend them, 
and that somehow we in Congress are 
going to produce more oil and, as a re-
sult, reduce the price of oil if we sim-
ply take control over your profits so 
you can no longer invest those profits 
in the exploration for new oil or for 
new energy sources or for alternative 
energy sources. The idea that Congress 
could in any way efficiently handle 
these dollars has been proven to be a 
fallacy, of course. Congress would sim-
ply take those dollars and spend them 
on whatever political issue we happen 
to feel the most appropriate and what-
ever constituency we want to benefit 
the most—dollars which could be much 
more efficiently used. Remember, most 
of these dollars, these profits, don’t end 
up going to some pie-in-the-sky exer-
cise; they either go back to the explo-
ration to produce more energy or they 
go to stockholders through dividends. 
Most Americans are stockholders. 
Working Americans are invested in 
pension funds through their place of 
employment and they are stockholders. 

In fact, well over 65 percent of senior 
citizens receive dividend income. Of 
course, those dividends are a function 
of profit for the companies that pay 
the dividends. The money flows back to 
the employees of those companies and 
to the people who own pension funds 
which have invested in those compa-
nies, whether it is an auto worker or 
somebody working in a factory in New 
Hampshire or a high-tech individual 
who has a 401(k). So those profits usu-
ally get reenergized into the economy 
to produce more economic activity. 
They certainly are more efficiently 
used in that manner and through ex-
ploration than they would be for us to 
basically confiscate those profits 
through an excessive tax because some 
Members of the other side think it is 
good politics and as a result wish to 
target these companies which they see 
as good political fodder. 

A much more logical approach to 
production and reducing the cost of en-
ergy in this country would be to actu-
ally do something about producing 
more available energy for the Amer-
ican people. Unfortunately, on every 
attempt to do that, we have been 
stonewalled by the majority party— 
stonewalled on the issue, for example, 
of producing more nuclear power. We 
have a unique experience of this in New 
Hampshire. New Hampshire was the 
last State to bring online a nuclear 
powerplant. It came online years after 
it should have come online at a cost 
which was dramatically more than it 
should have cost because of the opposi-
tion of the left—aggressive and very ef-
fective opposition in stalling—in bring-
ing that nuclear powerplant online, 
Seabrook. 

What has happened since it has been 
brought online? It has produced a lot of 
good, clean energy, not only for the 
people of New Hampshire but for the 
people of New England who have bene-
fited from that nuclear powerplant. 
Unfortunately, the people of New 
Hampshire have been stuck with a bill 
of almost $100 million which is the re-
sult of cost overruns driven almost en-
tirely by the left by delaying tactics 
which were put upon the plant and the 
production of this energy. That atti-
tude hasn’t changed much on the other 
side of the aisle. There is still genuine 
opposition to nuclear power. Nuclear 
power is a clean form of energy and it 
is something we should be turning to. 

France—a country which is not often 
held up as an example around here for 
policy, but it should be on this issue— 
has 80 percent of its energy coming 
from nuclear power. We as a country 
should be equally aggressive in that 
area. 

Another area we need to be aggres-
sive in, for those States that feel it is 
appropriate, they should be allowed to 
do over-the-horizon exploration for oil 
and for gas off their shores. It works in 
Louisiana. Ironically, one of the few 
things that results from Katrina that 
you could look at as positive—and 
Katrina was a horrific disaster—was 
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the fact that there wasn’t one barrel of 
oil spilled as a result of that hurri-
cane—a level 5 hurricane—coming up 
the gulf and going through New Orle-
ans. It wiped out the city of New Orle-
ans, but all the oil rigs that were func-
tioning—and there were a lot of them 
in the Gulf of Mexico—survived with-
out a leak, without a spillage of any 
kind. That shows that drilling in deep 
water can be done in an environ-
mentally safe way. 

Yet the other side of the aisle resists 
and stops any attempts to allow other 
States that might wish to pursue this 
course of over-the-horizon exploration 
for oil and gas from pursuing that 
course. Virginia has expressed interest 
in doing it, and Virginia may have a 
very large potential energy source 
right off its coast. It may be fairly far 
out, and it will be deep water, but it 
may well be there. There is no reason 
we should not look at that type of ap-
proach and produce energy there. 

We need to produce more American 
energy because we cannot rely—and 
this is fairly obvious—on energy from 
nations in the Middle East especially. 

Another example is oil shale. The 
technology for the recovery of oil shale 
has gotten to the point where it is ex-
tremely sophisticated and, again, envi-
ronmentally safe. All the activity oc-
curs below ground. There is virtually 
nothing occurring above the ground, 
other than the actual pumping out of 
the final product, which is a kerosene- 
type product that can be used for jet 
fuel. We have a reserve of oil from oil 
shale that exceeds the reserve of Saudi 
Arabia. Think about that. We have, in 
our Western States, enough oil from 
shale, which can be recovered by under-
ground methods and have no insignifi-
cant environmental impact, to actually 
produce more oil than Saudi Arabia. 
Are we able to pursue that? No. Why? 
Because the other side refuses to allow 
exploration for participation in oil 
shale in the West. 

Those are a few examples of the type 
of expansion and approach we should 
take toward producing more American 
energy, which is totally resisted, re-
grettably, by Members of the other side 
of the aisle who are speaking for ag-
gressive groups on the left. 

We are not going to produce more en-
ergy or reduce energy costs by setting 
up a regime to sue Saudi Arabia or 
Venezuela. We will probably have the 
exact opposite effect. Certainly, it will 
affect the willingness of those coun-
tries to invest in the United States. We 
are not going to produce more energy 
or reduce energy costs by putting a 
confiscatory tax on companies that 
produce energy and taking money that 
can go to individuals through divi-
dends, working Americans, or can go to 
greater exploration out of the pipeline 
and giving it to people in Congress to 
spend on special interest groups. 

The only way we are going to get 
more energy and reduce our reliance on 
foreign energy is if we produce more in 
the United States, which we can do; we 

have the reserves. We are not allowed 
to use them. We can pursue nuclear, for 
example, and we can pursue renew-
ables. They can have a positive effect, 
but they cannot obviously overwhelm 
the entire need, or carry the entire 
need. We also, of course, should look at 
other areas, such as conservation and 
using a different type of vehicle or en-
gine—something that is either a hybrid 
or an all-electric engine. But to drive 
an all-electric car, you have to have 
electricity produced, which means you 
have to have more electrical plants, 
and you have to make sure they are 
clean and not putting carbon, nitrogen, 
and sulfates into the air. 

We should be using nuclear power 
and promoting clean coal technology. 
So you need specific initiatives that 
will actually produce something in the 
way of energy, not political statements 
that produce something in the way of 
hyperbole. Senator DOMENICI has pro-
posed a bill that would carry a number 
of those issues—expansion in the effort 
of nuclear, the opportunity to pursue 
over-the-horizon exploration, and using 
shale oil through underground recov-
ery. Yet that bill has been held up and 
stopped by the other side of the aisle. 
So the question today becomes, how do 
we better improve our position and 
make sure we have less dependence 
upon foreign oil and begin to bring 
down these prices of gasoline and home 
heating oil? The answer is simple: Be-
yond conservation and the renewable 
issue, which there is agreement on, the 
answer is to produce more American 
energy and make it clean energy, such 
as nuclear. 

I believe if we want to progress in 
this area, we need to take a hard look 
at over-the-horizon drilling for offshore 
oil and gas off the States that are will-
ing to pursue that. Maine, which has 
the Gulf of Maine, is not going to be 
willing to do it because of the fisheries 
and neither will New Hampshire. If Vir-
ginia wants to do it, they ought to be 
able to do it. It can be done safely. 

Second, oil shale is a reserve that can 
be produced, again, underground and 
without environmental harm. These 
are substantive, specific approaches, 
which we need at this time. 

I yield the floor, reserve the remain-
der of our time, and I suggest the ab-
sence much a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, our people are hurting. There is 
something wrong with the price of oil 
and gas. It is not a normal function of 
the marketplace of supply and demand 
that the price of oil hit, last Friday, 
$139 a barrel. 

A few months ago, we had an 
ExxonMobil executive testify before 

Congress that the normal supply and 
demand of the marketplace for oil, 
even in a tight world market, the nor-
mal price would be about $55 a barrel. 
Yet, last Friday, oil sold for $139 a bar-
rel. So what is the problem? Well, it is 
obviously not a supply-and-demand 
issue. A normal marketplace sets its 
price according to the supply, and 
when the supply is higher, the price is 
less; if the demand is higher than the 
supply, then the price is more. As you 
would expect, in a world where there is 
an increasing consumption of oil, you 
would think, even with the emergence 
of new countries that are demanding 
oil, the supply would keep going up and 
up and, in fact, it has. But if the 
ExxonMobil executive is accurate, and 
the price ought to be around $55 a bar-
rel, what is the difference that has run 
the price all the way up to $139? We 
have to look closer to see. I think the 
American people are now at the point 
of hurting so badly we better shake 
ourselves out of our lethargy and do 
the congressional investigations that 
are necessary to pry open this secret 
box to determine what is causing oil to 
keep going up and up, so we can give 
our people some relief. 

Now, it is true it is a multifaceted 
problem, and it is true that in a world 
in which any kind of news would sug-
gest that there is going to be a part of 
the world that is disturbed, that it 
sends jitters throughout the market-
place, particularly on oil—since oil is 
so much valued as a commodity. That 
would certainly be one reason that 
would increase the price. So bad news 
having to do with this or that—bad 
news with regard to the war, or Iran 
suddenly having small boats that 
would swarm the U.S. Navy fleet in the 
Persian Gulf at the Strait of Hormuz, 
that would certainly send jitters. 
Whatever the world event is, it is going 
to send jitters, and that will cause peo-
ple to worry whether they are going to 
have the oil contracts and supply for 
the future. 

But that still doesn’t explain the gap 
between $55 a barrel and $139 a barrel. 
So what we have discovered is, lo and 
behold, back in December of 2000, on an 
unrelated bill, there was an insertion 
made in that bill, without any fanfare, 
that took away energy and metals 
from being a regulated commodities on 
the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission. Whereas, in the past, that 
Commission would have had a regula-
tion that says, if you are going to buy 
futures contracts of oil, you have to be 
a buyer who is planning to use that oil. 
You take away that regulatory effort 
that, if you want to buy it, you have to 
buy it for the purpose of using it, you 
take away that regulatory require-
ment, and then what happens? In an 
unregulated market, these contracts 
for future oil start to get bid up and 
speculators want to speculate and more 
and more they think it is a valuable 
commodity and the price keeps going 
up and up in pure speculation. 
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It is similar to a potential owner of a 

house who wants to buy a house be-
cause they want to live there, but an-
other potential buyer of a house who 
doesn’t want to live there but merely 
wants to speculate on the house puts in 
a contract on the house, knowing the 
value is going to go up and would not 
even wait to close to own the house but 
will take the contract for this price 
and flip it to a new buyer who will buy 
it for a higher price. Thus, the specula-
tive fever drives up the price. That is 
what has happened, in part, with re-
gard to these oil contracts. 

There is another reason the price is 
going up too; that is, so much of the 
available money in the world to be in-
vested—we call that capital—used to 
go into real estate, but we know what 
has happened to the housing market. 
We know what has happened to the 
value of real estate. Instead of, as it 
has over the past decade or so, con-
tinuing to go up, it is going down. So a 
lot of that money that was available 
for real estate investments is out there 
to be used and invested someplace else. 

Naturally, what looks like a good 
market is the one that keeps bidding 
up the price of oil. Now we have more 
money flowing into the bidding up of 
the oil contracts, which causes them to 
be bid up to a higher and higher price. 
And guess who pays at the end of the 
day. It is all of us. It is our people who 
are now paying in excess of $4 per gal-
lon with the enormous consequences 
they are suffering, in many cases—I 
have just come back from almost two 
dozen townhall meetings in which I can 
tell you that our people are hurting. 
They are crying. Literally, people are 
standing up in townhall meetings 
weeping. Families cannot make finan-
cial ends meet; families cannot, with 
the cost of everything else going up, af-
ford to drive their car; families who 
happen not to live close to their place 
of work, who have to depend on their 
own car for transportation, are getting 
into a terrible fix. 

So what are we going to do about it? 
Last week, our Commerce Committee 
heard testimony from a professor, Mi-
chael Greenberger. He suggested we 
close off the loophole by taking energy 
commodities, such as oil and natural 
gas, off the list of exempt commodities, 
making it clear that energy commod-
ities must be traded on regulated mar-
kets. We thought we did this on the 
farm bill which we passed a couple of 
weeks ago by closing that loophole 
that was allowed in the law in Decem-
ber of 2000. That loophole, by the way, 
is called the Enron loophole. It was 
done at the behest of the Enron com-
pany. And then the Enron company, 
once their commodity—energy—was 
not regulated, they utilized that—re-
member, in the early part of this dec-
ade?—they utilized that to run up the 
price of electricity contracts in the 
State of California. It was this same 
phenomenon: speculators speculating, 
bidding higher and higher on contracts 
for future electricity. 

Mr. President, am I under a time 
limit? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a 10-minute time limit. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, is there another Senator waiting? 
There is. I ask unanimous consent for 4 
more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am just getting cranked up, but 
I will see if I can crank it up and con-
clude within 4 minutes. 

We saw the devastation of the elec-
tricity contracts being bid up by specu-
lators as a result of the Enron loophole 
in the law. We thought we closed that 
Enron loophole a few weeks ago on the 
farm bill so that there will be new reg-
ulation, but there is disagreement on 
this floor among Senators as to wheth-
er we have closed it. This Professor 
Greenberger has opined to us in the 
Commerce Committee that we did not 
sufficiently close it off. I think we 
ought to examine how ironclad our 
closing of that loophole is and ask our-
selves some important questions. 

Question No. 1: Should we consider 
the outright barring of trading energy 
except for a legitimate business pur-
pose? In other words, if you want to 
buy a future oil contract, you have to 
plan to be able to use it. 

No. 2: Should we stop large investors 
and hedge funds from gambling in en-
ergy contracts? If it is for the purpose 
of just running up the investment cost, 
I think we should. 

No. 3: Should we regulate or shut 
down international exchanges that do 
business in the United States and 
whose trades and actions impact the 
lives of our people in this country? In 
other words, if they are not trading 
just on that commodities futures trad-
ing exchange but are trading on an-
other exchange that they say is over-
seas, such as London or Dubai, but, in 
fact, are trading on electronic ma-
chines in this country, should we regu-
late that or shut it down? 

No. 4: Should we close the over-the- 
counter markets until the Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission can get 
its act together with this new law that 
says they should regulate these energy 
contracts? 

Energy is too precious and it impacts 
the economy too greatly. This endless 
game of speculation must stop. While 
the traders are making billions of dol-
lars, our people are having difficulty in 
being able to afford to drive to work. 

There are a bunch of Senators who 
have been involved in this issue—Sen-
ator LEVIN, Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator 
CANTWELL, Senator DORGAN, and a host 
of others I am joining. I support these 
efforts to find some answers quickly to 
help our people. At an appropriate 
time, it is this Senator’s intention, if 
we have not gotten our act together 
and offered amendments, to do exactly 
what I have been talking about. This 
Senator intends to do it. I look forward 
to the debate on this issue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I spent 

close to half an hour around lunchtime 
today with a number of governors. 
There were some 30, 40 governors gath-
ered in one of the Senate office build-
ings not far from where we are stand-
ing today. They were not governors in 
their thirties, forties, fifties, or sixties; 
they were, for the most part, teen-
agers, and these governors are about to 
become seniors in high school. They 
are part of the YMCA Youth in Govern-
ment. They are here from all over the 
country. It was great to be with them 
and see young leaders coming up 
through the ranks and hoping to push 
old guys like us out of the way and 
take our places, whether it is New Jer-
sey, Florida, Georgia, or Delaware. 

One of the issues we talked about was 
how difficult it is to get things done 
around here anymore. If you read the 
Constitution and you read the rules of 
the Senate, there is the opportunity for 
one person in the Senate to slow things 
down quite a bit, for a handful of peo-
ple to really bollix things up and bring 
business to a halt. 

I have never seen a time when we 
have had so many filibusters in the 
Senate. This is my eighth year, about 
as long as the Presiding Officer. So far 
in this Congress, we are up to 75 fili-
busters. 

The issue we were dealing with yes-
terday was whether we were going to 
bring up a bill to fund the development 
of renewable fuels, such as solar, wind, 
and geothermal, and pay for that by re-
scinding some of the tax cuts oil and 
gas companies enjoy. The legislation 
would also crackdown on speculators 
and price gouging. Unfortunately, we 
were not able to get the votes we need-
ed—60 votes, if you will, not 51 but 60 
votes—to be able to move to debate the 
bill. 

For everybody keeping score, this 
chart is not showing anybody’s age, but 
that is how many filibusters we have 
had to go through during the course of 
the year. 

I believe sometimes a picture can be 
worth a thousand words. Let’s look at 
a couple pictures on these charts and 
see what we have. 

This is a picture of what has gone on 
with oil prices over the last 71⁄2 years, 
starting in 2001 when the price of oil 
was little more than $20 a barrel, and 
by 2004, it was up to close to $40 a bar-
rel. In 2007, we were up to close to $70 
a barrel. Today, gosh, it is approaching 
$140 per barrel. 

How does that translate, given that 
kind of history, into prices at the 
pump? I just filled up my old Town and 
Country Chrysler minivan the other 
day, which I am proud to say has 
175,000 miles on it. It is a 2001 model. 
Delaware is not a big State, but we 
have gone up and down that State 
many times in that vehicle, and it is 
still running. We changed the oil a cou-
ple times, but other than that it is 
doing just fine. 
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It is getting expensive to fill up the 

tank. It is a 20-gallon tank. When I 
filled up my first tank in my Town and 
Country minivan, it cost me about a 
buck 30, a buck 40 to fill up. I filled it 
up this last weekend, and it was $75—a 
lot of money. It is the most we have 
ever paid. It was painful. 

This is what the runup in prices 
looks like. There is not too much dif-
ference from 2001 to 2003, and then they 
steadily climb. Recently, we have seen 
it take off. 

That chart was looking at 8 years. 
Let’s look at 1 year. This is another 
way of—I don’t think we will look at 
this chart. We just looked at some-
thing similar to this. 

This is 2008. This is just 1 year of gas 
prices. We saw at the start of the year 
about $3.11 per gallon; by May 26, $3.93; 
and in most cases, around the country 
it is up over $4 a gallon. 

To follow up on what Senator NELSON 
was talking about, why the runup? We 
had some really smart people come by 
and testify before the Commerce Com-
mittee last week. One was a guy named 
George Soros, a gentleman, a very 
wealthy man. The Presiding Officer 
probably knows him or certainly 
knows of him, as do many of us. One of 
the issues he talked about that was 
very insightful was the value of the 
asset that the oil-producing nations 
have, the oil under the ground, how 
that is an appreciating value, a rising 
value over time. We just saw the in-
crease from 20 bucks a barrel up to 140 
bucks a barrel, an appreciating asset 
underground. Our asset is a currency, a 
depreciating asset over the last number 
of years. We have seen the value of the 
dollar against most other currencies go 
down. 

If you are an oil-producing nation, 
why would you surrender an asset ap-
preciating in value to take on an 
asset—our currency—which is depre-
ciating in value? Why would you be 
anxious to pump more oil, which is ap-
preciating in value, to take on the dol-
lar, which is depreciating in value? I 
think it is one of the reasons the oil- 
producing nations are reluctant to 
produce more oil. It is a problem we 
face and other oil-consuming nations 
around the world face. 

It is not just supply and demand 
causing the runup in prices. That is 
part of it. It is not just the drop in the 
value of the dollar causing the runup in 
prices. As Senator NELSON and others 
suggest, there is something going on 
with speculation. 

Not everybody who buys a contract 
on oil to deliver to this country has the 
intention of taking possession of that 
oil; rather, they are speculating that 
the price is going to go up, not unlike 
the way people would buy houses or 
condos—as in recent years we appre-
ciated the housing bubble—expecting 
housing prices would continue to rise, 
and they did up until now. Speculators 
are trading on the idea that the value 
of oil is going to continue to go up. 
Maybe it will, but my guess is it will 

not be forever. Part of our challenge in 
this country is figure how it won’t go 
up forever and provide some relief at 
the pump. 

This chart shows the percentage of 
oil owned by speculators from January 
1996 to April of this year. In 1996 or so, 
less than 15 percent of the oil was actu-
ally owned by speculators. If you look 
at today, at 2007–2008, we are up to al-
most 35, 40 percent not owned by those 
who are anxious to take oil and refine 
it but those who are speculating the 
value will continue to go up. 

What can we do about it? One of the 
things we can do about it in this coun-
try is to go after the speculators, and 
we certainly attempted to do that as 
recently as yesterday with the legisla-
tion we could not get 60 votes to move 
to. But there are some other things we 
can do, and there are some actions we 
have already taken as a Congress, 
working with the administration, to 
encourage people to be helpful in bring-
ing down the demand for the limited 
amount of oil that is out in the mar-
ketplace. Let me mention a few of 
them. 

I wish to mention the hybrid Dodge 
Durango and the hybrid Chrysler 
Aspen. A few years ago, a partnership 
was formed between our friends at Gen-
eral Motors, DaimlerChrysler, and 
BMW to develop the next generation of 
hybrid, and the first fruits of that have 
gone into the hybrid Dodge Durango 
and the hybrid Chrysler Aspen. Today, 
the Durango and the Aspen, in the city, 
get about 14 miles per gallon and, on 
the highway, about 18. Starting in Au-
gust, when they will begin selling the 
hybrid, in the cities I think they will 
get close to 22 miles per gallon, and on 
the highway about 25 miles per gallon. 
That is not such terrific mileage, but 
compared to what it was, it is almost a 
50-percent improvement over what was 
the case. For people looking for a larg-
er vehicle and SUV, there is something 
to look for right here. People don’t 
have to buy a big vehicle to be able to 
enjoy better gas mileage in our vehi-
cles. I wish to mention, if I can, the 
Chevrolet Malibu hybrid. The Chev-
rolet Malibu was selected as the car of 
the year. Last year, the Saturn Aura 
was selected as the car of the year. We 
haven’t competed too well for a while 
in this country for our vehicles, in the 
midsize sedan segment, but the Malibu 
is not only the car of the year but also 
J.D. Power announced last week that, 
in terms of midsize sedans, the Malibu 
is selected as a top-quality vehicle. 
That is against some tough competi-
tion in the Toyota Camrys and the 
Honda Accords and the Nissan Altimas 
of the world. For a top-quality car, the 
Chevrolet Malibu looks great and gets 
good gas mileage but also has a hybrid 
people might be interested in, for peo-
ple looking to buy a new vehicle or 
maybe downsize or resize their vehicle. 
This is not a bad one to look at. There 
is the Saturn Aura up there. 

Here in the middle is a concept car I 
saw at the North American Auto Show 

about a year and a half ago. At the 
time, it was an idea, and they actually 
had a full-size mockup of what they 
called the Chevrolet Volt. I called it 
eye candy at the time—very good-look-
ing vehicle, very attractive, very easy 
on the eye, but it turns out it is a plug- 
in hybrid vehicle. The idea is you plug 
it in and charge the battery. You plug 
it into your garage or wherever you 
have an outlet in your home, and the 
next day you can drive it for 40 miles 
without a charge. It has an auxiliary 
power unit onboard. It could be a low- 
emission diesel, could be an internal 
combustion engine, could be a fuel cell. 
It could be any one of those three al-
ternative power systems that would re-
charge the battery. They don’t run the 
vehicle, they recharge the battery. 

The idea for gas mileage in this vehi-
cle, which is to be on the road in 2010, 
is about 80 miles per gallon. Now we 
are talking. One of the things we are 
doing in the Congress is providing in-
vestment monies, about $100 million 
for investing in lithium ion battery 
technology. So when 2010 actually rolls 
around, we will have a battery to do 
the job. 

The other thing we are doing is we 
are providing tax credits for folks who 
buy highly energy-efficient hybrids, 
credits anywhere from about $500 per 
vehicle up to about $3,500 per vehicle. 
When plug-in hybrids come along in 
2010, I expect to see a credit there of up 
to about $5,000 per vehicle to 
incentivize people to buy those vehi-
cles. 

We also have a requirement that for 
the Federal Government in the Postal 
Service, both on the civilian side of the 
Government and the military side of 
the Government, about 75 percent of 
our vehicles that we purchase have to 
be advance technology vehicles start-
ing this year, and the same require-
ment for the Postal Service. 

Another thing we can do as Ameri-
cans, as consumers, to bring down the 
demand side and try to put some down-
ward pressure on prices, is simply to 
encourage folks to take transit more. 
They don’t need a whole lot of encour-
agement because they are taking it. 
They are certainly taking it in Mary-
land, where our Presiding Officer is 
from, and they are taking it in Dela-
ware a whole lot more. 

Transit saves nearly 4 million gallons 
of gasoline per day. At $4 per gallon, 
that is almost $16 million saved from 
transit every day. Not every year, not 
every month, but every day we are 
going to save $16 million from transit. 
The typical public transit user con-
sumes about one-half the oil an auto-
mobile rider consumes. 

What else can we do as consumers? 
Take the train. Not just MARC trains 
in Maryland between DC and the Dela-
ware line, but they can take Amtrak. 
These are the ups and downs of Amtrak 
ridership since 1991. Ridership on trains 
peaks usually between Thanksgiving 
and New Year’s Day. Ridership peaks 
during the summer months as well. 
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Ridership at other times drops off. 
Right about here, Amtrak’s on-time 
performance was not very good. I was 
on the Amtrak board at the time as 
Governor of Delaware. There was very 
good on-time performance and not very 
good ridership. 

Look at this. Ridership continues to 
climb. Ridership on Amtrak last year 
was up about 10 percent. Ridership is 
up this year, this fiscal year to date, up 
about 15 percent. I would tell the Pre-
siding Officer that I rode the train on 
Monday. I went to Philadelphia, to 
New York, and came back to Delaware. 
Every train I took, and not peak-time 
trains, basically SRO—standing room 
only. A lot of people are taking the 
train. It is a great way not just to save 
money but to reduce congestion at the 
airports and on the roads too. 

Here is what is going on in commuter 
rail ridership from Seattle, WA, to 
Philadelphia, PA. We have worked with 
SEPTA, in a partnership there. Se-
attle, WA, ridership up there the first 3 
months of this year is about 28 percent; 
Harrisburg, PA, of all places, up 17 per-
cent; Oakland, CA, 16 percent; Stock-
ton, CA, 14 percent; and Pompano 
Beach, not exactly a place you think of 
for transit, up 13 percent; and Greater 
Philadelphia, up about 10. 

The reason I come to the floor today 
is to say we in Congress have a respon-
sibility to do a number of things: tax 
policy that encourages people to buy 
more efficient vehicles—hybrid and so 
forth—and we are doing that; investing 
our dollars to help develop lithium ion 
batteries and technologies for the 
Chevrolet Volt and other vehicles, and 
we are doing that; we are trying to pro-
vide support for transit. The Presiding 
Officer and I have been very much in 
favor of doing that and working hard 
toward that end and providing reason-
able support for Amtrak to help expand 
their capacity. 

But you know the old story ‘‘You can 
lead a horse to water but you can’t 
make him drink’’? We as consumers 
have to take advantage. When Amtrak 
is offered, when transit is offered and it 
is available and it makes sense for us, 
and when it is time to trade in for a 
newer vehicle, keep in mind the kind of 
vehicles that are out there and pro-
duced in this country and from around 
the world and take advantage of those 
and buy one. 

That can be what we can do as indi-
viduals to make a difference on this 
issue. 

I thank the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, the price of 
gasoline is the biggest issue in this 
country, and I appreciate the com-
ments the Senator from Delaware 
made. However, the one-size-fits-all 
law is a little tough for this country. 
He probably doesn’t realize we don’t 
have any passenger trains or commuter 
trains anywhere in Wyoming. We used 
to, but they showed there wasn’t 

enough use by changing the schedules 
so it always showed up 12 hours late, 
and most people weren’t willing to wait 
12 hours for a train. Then when you 
don’t have the use, you can take the 
train out. 

A lot of people in our State don’t just 
drive their car to be able to get to 
work. Driving their truck or their car 
is their work. And we have these huge 
miles between places. One of my expe-
riences recently is that I was driving 
between some towns and I, unfortu-
nately, didn’t have enough gas to make 
it to the next town. So I started to fill 
my tank and the pump stopped at ex-
actly $75. Now, I can’t tell you the last 
time I got a pump to stop right on the 
numbers. It used to be pretty easy be-
cause you could squeeze the handle and 
get it to an even number. But now you 
squeeze the handle a little bit and it 
goes zap and up quite a few cents. But 
it cut off right at $75. I thought, I don’t 
think that is enough to fill this tank. 
When I checked, it wasn’t. So there are 
some limits the credit card companies 
or the pumps are not used to, where 
they cut off, and that is making it a 
very important issue in Wyoming and 
the rest of the Nation. Because it is 
making it more expensive to take a va-
cation, it is making it more expensive 
to cool our houses, and it is making it 
more expensive to go to the grocery 
store. 

Unfortunately, at a time when the 
American people are begging us to take 
constructive action, the Senate refuses 
to have a serious debate on this impor-
tant topic. Instead of working together 
to find sensible solutions we can agree 
on, the Democratic majority insists on 
playing ‘‘gotcha’’ politics and bringing 
up policies that have not been through 
any committee. So they know they will 
not pass. They do it to score cheap po-
litical points. That is not how we are 
supposed to operate. That is how we 
have been operating now for several 
months. I think the farm bill is the 
last one that seriously went through a 
committee and followed the whole 
process. 

Earlier, there was a chart up that 
showed 75 filibusters. Well, the blame 
for 75 filibusters shouldn’t all be placed 
on the ‘‘other’’ side of the aisle. That 
count of filibusters is anytime that a 
cloture motion is filed. I have noticed 
it has been very convenient for the 
Democratic side of the aisle to put in a 
bill on a Friday and file a cloture mo-
tion that we would vote on Monday or 
Tuesday morning. So far as I can tell, 
the purpose of that, with the 51-to-49 
split and 2 Presidential candidates 
gone on one side and one Presidential 
candidate gone on the other side, is 
they couldn’t assure they would win a 
vote. 

So if you file cloture and you happen 
to win, it is going to be 30 hours before 
there can be another single vote, which 
takes us to at least Wednesday night, 
and that means you don’t have to get 
your candidates to come in until 
Wednesday night. So it has been very 

convenient to have this kind of process 
on the Senate side. That process was 
designed so the majority would have a 
say in what was happening and so the 
minority could put amendments on. 

Now, we have this little thing over 
here, it is a little parliamentary proce-
dure, where you can file a couple 
amendments at the same time you file 
the cloture motion, and that prohibits 
any amendments, so you don’t have to 
worry about the other side having any-
thing difficult to vote on. The minority 
almost always, I think through the his-
tory of the Senate, has stopped debate 
on that kind of a process. The 40 in the 
minority stop the debate. That is what 
we have been going through. 

We had a perfect example of that yes-
terday. The Senate voted on a tax 
package that included an extension of 
wind and solar production tax credits. 
Democrats and Republicans both agree 
we need to extend those important tax 
credits. We came together to support 
the provisions to extend those credits 
by a vote of 88 to 8 in April. But in-
stead of working together, working 
with our colleagues in the House to 
move the provision that had the sup-
port of the 88 Senators forward, the 
majority forced us to vote yesterday on 
an extension we all knew wouldn’t 
pass. 

Now, I am mad about the price of en-
ergy, just like everybody else. I don’t 
like going to the gas station and pay-
ing $4 for a gallon of gas. I look at the 
profits the oil industry is making, and 
I do find them shocking. They are big 
numbers, until—until—you compare 
them with the dollars we are shipping 
to Saudi Arabia and Venezuela and 
other countries every day. We are ship-
ping money out of this country to get 
energy in much bigger numbers than 
we are paying to any American compa-
nies. 

But I also look at the situation we 
face, and I wish to do something that 
will improve it and not harm it. My 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
obviously don’t have the same desire. 
How can you tell, you might ask? Be-
cause their proposal we voted on yes-
terday imposed a windfall profit tax on 
energy companies and increased the 
level of regulation on the energy indus-
try, making it easier to sue them. As 
usual, their answer to a problem is, 
let’s increase the taxes and let’s hand 
the situation over to the trial lawyers. 

Now, we have tried the windfall prof-
it tax before, when Jimmy Carter was 
the President. While it may have made 
people feel good for a few days, because 
they could say they were punishing 
those big oil companies for making 
profits, it didn’t improve the situation. 
It made it worse. 

Businesses, to stay in business, rein-
vest profits. Most reinvest in what 
they know best. I wish to see a month-
ly report of the oil company invest-
ments. We do keep making it harder 
and harder for them to invest in Amer-
ica. 

In Wyoming, I know there was a pow-
erplant that decided to do a little bit of 
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wind energy. We had the proposal out 
there that all of them would have to 
get a certain amount of their power 
from alternative energies, so they 
planned and started building a wind 
power field. They were a little sur-
prised at some of the environmental 
groups saying: You can’t do that; you 
can’t own that. You have to buy it 
from other people. 

We have to make up our mind if we 
want it and how badly we want it and 
who we will let have it. I don’t know 
why anybody with the dollars to invest 
in wind power should not be able to in-
vest in wind power. It is an alternative 
source of energy. It is something we 
can use, something we need. Hopefully 
we can get some better battery storage 
so when they are operating, and when 
people don’t need it, we store it for 
when people do need it. 

There are a lot of inventions we need. 
I have a lot of faith in American inge-
nuity to know, whatever problems are 
out there, we can solve them. We have 
people with minds who can come up 
with creative ideas that can solve 
them. That is happening with energy. 

I was talking about the windfall prof-
its tax. I can’t sum it up any better 
than former Democratic Senator John 
Breaux from Louisiana did. He said: A 
windfall profits tax is not going to 
produce a single barrel of oil. A wind-
fall profits tax will produce less energy 
and not more. 

The Congressional Research Service, 
the nonpartisan researcher for Con-
gress, agrees. A windfall profits tax 
doesn’t improve our energy situation 
but it does score a cheap political 
point, and that is why we voted on it 
once again yesterday instead of having 
a serious energy debate. The problem 
we face is the problem of supply and 
demand: less American-made energy 
and more demand for that energy— 
prices go up. That is the problem Con-
gress should be addressing. That is 
what those in control of both Houses of 
Congress do not seem to understand at 
this stage. 

The continued rise of gas prices is 
going to put an end to this dog-and- 
pony show eventually. Then maybe the 
majority will be more open to respon-
sible, limited oil production off our 
shores in States that want to have the 
production off their shores, such as the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, or we could 
open less than one-tenth of 1 percent of 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, an 
area smaller than Dulles Airport, to 
energy production with the most strin-
gent environmental controls ever im-
posed. Maybe we could have a serious 
debate about using our Nation’s most 
abundant energy source, which is coal, 
to produce diesel fuel or jet fuel that 
can be moved in our existing transpor-
tation infrastructure and can be made 
here in America. 

Wyoming passed some new laws that 
deal with carbon sequestration, so 
there would be a goal for people to 
shoot at. It is the first State to ever do 
that. The companies are responding. Of 

course, part of the use of that carbon is 
to inject into oil fields because the av-
erage oil field is able to recover about 
20 percent of its product. With it they 
can get 30 percent of the product. 

It appears as though my time has ex-
pired. I still have quite a bit more I 
will say at a later time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico is 
recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Wyoming would answer a 
question on my time, before he sits 
down. 

Mr. ENZI. Certainly. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I listened to the Sen-

ator’s speech and I was very impressed. 
I think it would be helpful to those 
who are listening if you could define 
one word, because you use it and I use 
it and everybody uses it around here. 
What does ‘‘cloture’’ mean? 

Mr. ENZI. Cloture means the desire 
to cut off debate. It can be used, but it 
is a very lengthy process, very time 
consuming, and usually results in 
about 3 weeks of debate even if every-
body wants the debate. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So cloture is an in-
strument whereby you stop debate, if 
you impose cloture? 

Mr. ENZI. If you impose cloture, you 
cut off a lot of amendments and a lot of 
debate and limit the amount of time 
that anything can be talked about. It 
is a parliamentary procedure. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If anybody was lis-
tening, the Senator talked about that. 
At the time the cloture motion is filed, 
there are certain requirements, a cer-
tain number of Senators have to sign 
it. It is a request to the Senate that 
you vote on whether you are going to 
continue debate. When that vote oc-
curs, you are voting on cloture, on a 
cloture motion regarding the pending 
motion or pending legislation. 

Last night I spoke to a group of en-
ergy experts and gave them the same 
warning I have been giving since the 
start of this year in a series of speeches 
on the Senate floor. That is that the 
United States faces a grave and grow-
ing threat to its well-being. Our eco-
nomic strength and our energy secu-
rity is being threatened by our vast de-
pendence on foreign oil. I have said it 
before and I will say it again: If we do 
not address this problem in a serious 
way, America will become poor. 

I could have added a whole lot to 
that, but let me repeat: If we don’t do 
something about this vast dependence 
upon foreign oil, America will become 
poor, p-o-o-r. Mr. President, $600 billion 
a year—it looks like is where we are 
headed—will be sent from this country 
to other countries to buy crude oil that 
we are going to turn into gasoline or 
diesel fuel to use here in America in 
our transportation system, essentially. 

We have seen the warnings for years 
now. I remember when President Nixon 
launched the Project Independence 
more than three decades ago. The goal 
of that project was to eliminate our de-

pendence upon foreign oil within a dec-
ade. Since then, our dependence on for-
eign oil has more than doubled and we 
have literally put trillions of American 
dollars into the hands of others who 
often do not share our interests. The 
problem has gotten worse under both 
parties for decade upon decade. 

Yesterday, another warning was 
brought up to us in the form of trade 
numbers, international trade numbers 
for April. Our deficit in the inter-
national trade of goods and services 
rose by 7.8 percent to nearly $61 billion 
in the month of April. We were also 
told that this $4.4 billion increase in 
trade deficit in April was nearly en-
tirely attributable to imports of crude 
oil and petroleum products. The aver-
age price of imported petroleum and 
the total amount of fuel bought were 
both the highest ever. It is obvious it is 
because the price of crude oil was the 
highest ever for that particular month 
versus any other month. 

It is time we begin to do something 
about this. Family budgets are being 
strained by the price of gasoline. Amer-
ica’s small businesses are being hurt by 
the cost of energy. America’s trade def-
icit is swelling out of control by the 
importation of foreign crude oil and 
the money we pay to buy it. It is the 
time to act, to do something. Over the 
past 2 months, Republicans have of-
fered a new direction on energy policy. 
We have recognized we must open addi-
tional areas to American exploration 
and that we must put the decision of 
locking up our own areas to a test of 
whether closing the land to develop-
ment meets a greater national interest 
than opening the land for exploration 
and production of oil and gas. In mak-
ing such an assessment, we must listen 
carefully to the American people, who 
are hurting and who are asking us for 
some relief at the pump. A clear major-
ity of Americans wants us to open 
more lands for oil and gas production. 
They want to understand what lands 
are open from which we could develop 
our own energy. 

We have sought to open ANWR. That 
would not work. We didn’t have enough 
votes. We have sought new deep sea ex-
ploration. We have sought to develop 
oil shale, or at least to take off the 
moratorium which was imposed last 
year that will make it more difficult to 
develop oil shale, which we own in 
large quantities and in great abun-
dance. 

We also have sought to turn coal into 
a liquid fuel. We could do that in any 
number of ways. The technique is 
available; it just costs a lot of money. 
But it is costing us a lot of money to 
pay for this dependence. So we could 
initiate a major program for coal to 
liquid and say we are going to contract 
to sell that to the military. Their 
needs are enormous. They buy a lot of 
it from overseas because we do not 
produce enough of our own. So why not 
take that huge resource called coal, 
use one of the existing ways of con-
verting it, and arrive at an agreement 
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where we could use the diesel fuel so 
produced to fuel our military and we 
would be using our coal, we would buy 
less overseas, our military would get 
the diesel produced here in America, 
and at the same time the other one we 
could do is commit ourselves to de-
velop oil shale into oil. 

If those who have us by the throat 
can strangle us with the price of oil 
only believed we were going to develop 
ANWR in Alaska, that we were truly 
going to develop liquid from coal and 
use it for whatever specialized purpose 
we wished, know we could do it in large 
quantities, and then if we would com-
mit to oil shale conversion and get 
started, even if it were only to produce 
a small quantity, the world would re-
spond. They would say America is seri-
ous about minimizing rather than 
maximizing her dependence upon for-
eign oil. No doubt about it. Any of 
those three—and the offshore I talked 
about, the exploration of our offshore 
which is subject to moratoria that 
have been imposed by Congress. There 
are a number of States that would do 
it, that could do it, and we would share 
the royalties as we are with Louisiana 
and Texas, that many of us voted for 
when we produced an energy bill, the 
second Energy bill the year before last. 
We did it, we knew how to do it, and we 
could do it elsewhere. 

It appears to me now is the time to 
move on. Each and every one of these 
American energy policies has been 
turned back by our Democratic friends 
on the other side of the aisle and they 
have sought to raise taxes, increase 
regulation, and ask Saudi Arabia for 
more oil. 

I ask unanimous consent I be given 
an additional 2 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let’s look at what 
we voted on yesterday. The Democrats 
sought to increase taxes on American 
business competing with foreign na-
tions for a global commodity. They tell 
us this tax is the solution because the 
oil companies are making too much 
money. These new taxes will not lower 
prices, and they know it. What raising 
taxes on American companies would do 
is to ship the competitive business ad-
vantage to foreign oil companies. Rais-
ing taxes on American companies and 
not on their competitors costs Amer-
ican jobs. Raising taxes on American 
companies increases imports and low-
ers American energy production. This 
is not only my analysis, it is the anal-
ysis of the independent Congressional 
Research Service. It is the analysis of 
the Wall Street Journal and the anal-
ysis of officials from the Carter and 
Clinton administrations, who had expe-
rience with the windfall profits tax, 
which had a pretty-sounding name and 
a terrible-sounding effect, for it rum-
bled through the country causing oil 
companies to pay higher taxes, thus 
raising costs of oil and lowering the 
amount that was produced. So we are 

told by a consensus of our greatest ex-
perts that such a time is decades off. 

I have spoken with those who know 
about our needs. They say we need a 
bridge to secure our energy future—a 
bridge. On the far side of the bridge is 
America, where we are no longer de-
pendent on these vast amounts of crude 
oil. On the far side of the bridge is cel-
lulosic ethanol used widely around the 
Nation and in our plug-in hybrid cars 
that will influence the use of oil. 

However, we are told by a consensus 
of our greatest experts that bridge and 
that such a time when we will not be 
using oil could be as many as four dec-
ades from now. In the meantime, if we 
do not move to solve it, that bridge 
will be built of crude oil, if it is im-
ported, and we will just pay more for 
longer periods of time to countries 
around the world that may not agree 
with our idea or our philosophy of life. 

We are also told from the IEA that 
our world oil production estimates for 
the year 2030 are well below what we 
previously thought. The question then 
becomes will this Nation get about the 
business today of producing our own 
American energy for tomorrow or will 
we continue to rely to a greater degree 
on foreign oil. The question is that 
simple. I ask my colleagues to seri-
ously reconsider the Domenici Amer-
ican Energy Production Act. 

I ask them to reconsider the views 
that they held when oil was at $19 in an 
era of $135 oil. I ask them to reconsider 
their views as many have done on nu-
clear power since I begin advocating 
for it more than a decade ago. Since 
then, we have seen a nuclear renais-
sance in America and we are seeing a 
growing number of people come over to 
our side on that issue. I ask my col-
leagues to listen to the 57 percent of 
Americans who are telling us to 
produce more here at home. And I ask 
my colleagues to consider whether the 
foundation of the bridge to our energy 
future should be built with American 
energy or foreign energy. I yield the 
floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana is 
recognized. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, in light 
of the comments of the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico, I ask unani-
mous consent to use the remaining Re-
publican time plus an additional 3 min-
utes. 

Mr. DORGAN. What remaining time 
exists? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 6 minutes 15 seconds re-
maining. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will 
not object if an additional 3 minutes is 
added to the time on this side following 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(The remarks of Mr. VITTER are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on our side? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 33 minutes on the major-
ity side. 

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to use 23 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there 
has been a lot of helium in this Cham-
ber in recent hours. I have been watch-
ing and listening and heard a lot of dis-
cussion about why we cannot produce 
more energy. 

Well, in fact, we are producing more 
energy. I announced about two months 
ago, with the U.S. Geological Survey, 
their assessment of the largest assess-
ment of recoverable oil they have ever 
announced in the lower 48. That is 
called the Bakken shale, which 
underlies eastern Montana and western 
North Dakota. 

They say it has up to 3.65 billion bar-
rels of technically recoverable oil in it. 
The fact is, we are producing more oil 
and gas. My colleagues who talk about 
the need to produce more should under-
stand that I and three others, two 
Democrats and two Republicans, from 
the Senate who lead the effort to open 
what is called lease 181 in the Gulf of 
Mexico in the 109th Congress. Substan-
tial oil and gas reserves exist there, 
and we have opened a portion of that— 
not nearly enough by the way. 

I notice that, in the Republican off-
shore proposal offered by my col-
leagues on the other side, they carve 
out opening the area in eastern Gulf of 
Mexico where there is substantial op-
portunity to achieve new oil and gas 
reserves. 

In fact, companies from India and 
companies from China are now explor-
ing for oil in Cuban waters. Our compa-
nies want to go there, but American 
companies are not allowed access in 
that area. They are not allowed to drill 
in waters off of Cuba because of the 
embargo against Cuba. 

So this administration has decided, 
well, we do not want to produce oil off 
of Cuba despite the fact those waters 
are open. My understanding is some 
wells drilled by India have now struck 
oil. The Chinese are there too, but we 
cannot drill just miles away from Flor-
ida in Cuban waters. So next time I 
hear about people saying, well, people 
on this side of the aisle do not want to 
support additional production, we have 
supported additional production. That 
is a fact. 

The hood ornament on that argument 
from them is always about ANWR, a 
pristine area set aside in legislation 
signed by President Dwight Eisen-
hower. Well, the fact is, ANWR should 
never be a first resort; perhaps a last 
resort in a critical time. But there is 
much we can and should do. I am going 
to talk about some of it this afternoon 
to address these issues. Yes, produce 
more, and I have described how I and 
others have supported more produc-
tion. 
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We need conservation and greater ef-

ficiency. We waste a prodigious amount 
of oil and energy in this country. We 
can conserve much more. With every-
thing we do, every switch we touch 
from the morning until the evening, all 
of the appliances that we use, dramatic 
new efficiency is important. 

We also need more focus on renew-
able energy from wind, solar, and geo-
thermal. There are so many different 
forms of energy that need to be a part 
of the solution, including the biofuels 
which are a part of our future. 

Having said all of that, I want to go 
though a couple of charts because what 
is happening today is almost unbeliev-
able. We have people driving to the gas 
pumps this afternoon, and we have peo-
ple who have ordered a load of gas de-
livered to their farm this afternoon. We 
have airlines that pull the airline up to 
the gate and then have to load up with 
fuel. We have truckers at the truckstop 
trying to figure out at the next truck-
stop how they stop and get a load of 
fuel and afford it. 

Look at what has happened. Oil 
prices have doubled in a year. There is 
not one justification in the fundamen-
tals of oil supply and demand for a dou-
bling in price in a year. There is no jus-
tification for it. In fact, this country 
has had an economic slowdown, and we 
are using slightly less energy than we 
did before. So demand is slightly down 
in this country. Since January, the oil 
and gas inventories in this country 
have been up slightly. Demand is down 
slightly down, and production is up 
slightly. Yet, the price of oil doubles. 

There is nothing in the fundamentals 
to justify what has happened to this oil 
market. Now, I think I understand 
what has happened to this market, and 
here is the line that describes it. It is 
called speculation. We all know what 
speculators are. We have lived among 
speculators. Perhaps our neighbors 
speculate. We all know speculators. 

Will Rogers described them about 80 
years ago. He said that these are people 
who buy what they will never get from 
people who never had it and expect to 
make money on both sides of the trade. 

That is speculation. Speculators in 
the oil market are not people who want 
oil. These are not people who ever want 
to take delivery of oil. They are not 
people who would know about the vis-
cosity of oil or perhaps how to drill for 
oil, nor would they care. They are in-
terested in trading in a commodities 
market for the purpose of making big 
profits. 

They are not ever wanting to take 
delivery of anything. They are simply 
speculators for the purpose of making a 
profit. Now, that is not why the com-
modities markets were established. 
They were established for hedging pur-
poses, legitimate reasons to have a 
market. You should have, and must 
have, a market for commodities. For 
hedging purposes you need some liquid-
ity in the market. 

But what has happened in this mar-
ket is a perversion. We have specu-

lators in this market who have driven 
the price way up. In fact, I have just 
spent an hour today with the head of 
an organization called New York Mer-
cantile Exchange, NYMEX, in New 
York. He came down and we talked for 
about an hour. We agree on some 
things and do not agree on others. 

This is a pit in which they trade com-
modities in NYMEX. Well, they trade 
the crude oil on the NYMEX. One of 
them is West Texas intermediate 
crude, for example. 

You have people who wear these 
jackets, they bid. As you see, they 
throw paper on the floor. At the end of 
the day, people who have never touched 
a quart of oil, let alone a barrel of oil, 
have decided what the price is going to 
be for the coming days and months. 

It is not the only commodities ex-
change. This is also occurring on the 
Intercontinental Exchange in London 
and Dubai. It is a large, global market, 
but only part of it is regulated. Only 
part of it is available for us to inspect 
and see. Much of it is out of our view. 
Much of it I call dark money. It exists 
out there, but you cannot see it. It is 
not transparent or regulated. It has a 
profound impact on the price of oil, and 
therefore, it has a tremendous impact 
on what it is going to cost consumers 
to fill a car with gas, a farmer to order 
a load of fuel, airlines to buy jet fuel. 
We have airlines and trucking compa-
nies going bankrupt and many more 
struggling to make it through this. 

Now, I understand we have had 12 air-
lines in recent months declare bank-
ruptcy. We have a lot of trucking com-
panies, mom-and-pop trucking compa-
nies, who are going belly up because 
they cannot afford to buy fuel for their 
trucks. 

The airlines are barely able to afford 
to buy the jet fuel for their airplanes. 
Drivers pulling up to the gas pump are 
having a difficult time trying to figure 
out how to pay $60 or $70 for a tank of 
gas. 

I pulled up behind an old car about 30 
miles north of Minot, ND, one day 
some while ago. It was pretty much a 
wreck. The back bumper was hanging 
down about halfway. It had a lot of 
dents and rust. And it had an old, faded 
sticker on the bumper which said: We 
fought the gas war and gas won. 

Probably not surprising. Gas won. 
Well, gas is sure winning these days, 
$4-plus a gallon, diesel well above $4 a 
gallon, and oil flirting with $140 a bar-
rel. Now, some say, well, that is just 
the market at work. There is no mar-
ket at work here. This is a perversion. 

Let me talk about the oil market. 
You have ministers representing na-
tionalized companies under the banner 
of OPEC. Now, this is a cartel. Cartels 
are illegal in this country. It is a 
crime. It is criminal. So you have a 
cartel of countries that go behind 
closed doors and have their oil min-
isters make judgments about how 
much they are going to produce and 
what price they want to get for it in 
the international marketplace. That is 

No. 1. There is no free market aspect to 
a cartel. I expect most people would 
agree. 

Second, the major integrated compa-
nies are all much bigger and much 
stronger with much more muscle in the 
marketplace. 

Why? Because they have all merged. 
They all got romantically entangled, 
decided they want to pair up. Pretty 
soon, Exxon is not just Exxon; it is 
ExxonMobil. Phillips Oil is now 
ConocoPhillips. They all have two 
names and a lot more muscle. They are 
bigger, stronger, and more powerful 
forces in the marketplace. 

Third, you have a futures market 
that has become an unbelievable 
amount of speculation, driving up 
prices. So you have a cartel with 
OPEC; bigger, stronger oil companies; 
and a futures market that is rife specu-
lation. 

Fadel Gheit, senior energy analyst, 
who worked 35 years with the 
Oppenheimer & Co., said: 

There is absolutely no shortage of oil. I am 
convinced that oil prices shouldn’t be a dime 
above $55 a barrel. I call it the world’s larg-
est gambling hall. It’s open 24/7. Unfortu-
nately, it’s totally unregulated. This is like 
a highway with no cops, no speed limit, and 
everybody is going 120 miles an hour. 

I have talked to Mr. Gheit by tele-
phone. He was a witness at a hearing in 
December 2007. I have a sense of what 
he is about and what he thinks. He be-
lieves this market is a complete per-
version. It is rife speculation, with peo-
ple driving up the price of oil, having 
nothing to do with the fundamentals of 
supply and demand. 

It is not just Mr. Gheit from the 
Oppenheimer and Co. We see this in the 
New Jersey Star Ledger: 

Experts, including the former head of 
ExxonMobil, say financial speculation in the 
energy markets has grown so much over the 
last 30 years that it now adds 20 to 30 percent 
or more to the price of a barrel of oil. 

If the former head of ExxonMobil is 
saying there is so much speculation 
that it has added 20 to 30 percent to the 
price of a barrel of oil, the question is 
whether that is credible? 

From the senior Vice President of 
ExxonMobil: 

The price of oil should be about $50 or $55 
a barrel. 

The president of Marathon Oil, Clar-
ence Cazalot, Jr.: 

$100 oil isn’t justified by the physical de-
mand in the market. 

During a question-and-answer period 
with reporters, he suggested a more 
reasonable range for crude oil prices 
would be between $55 and $60 a barrel. 

The Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission is supposed to be the regu-
lating body. I know regulation is a 
four-letter word in this Chamber for 
some. It is not for me. A free market 
works only when it is open and free. 
When the arteries get clogged, bad 
things happen. We have seen a lot of 
clogging of the arteries in this so- 
called free market system. But we have 
a referee for the free market system. It 
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is called the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission, the CFTC. The CFTC 
is supposed to be a regulator, but like 
a lot of regulators, it seems to be pret-
ty much asleep at the switch. I will de-
scribe why and how in a minute. 

I have some experience with this be-
cause I chaired the hearings in the Sen-
ate over in the Commerce Committee 
on the Enron scandal. I had Ken Lay, 
now deceased, come to our hearings. He 
was the CEO of Enron. He raised his 
hand, took an oath, sat down, and took 
the fifth amendment. He was subse-
quently sentenced to prison but died 
before he went there. Once exposed, 
several in the Enron Corporation went 
to prison because we discovered it was 
a criminal enterprise. Among other 
things, it soaked billions of dollars of 
ill-gotten gains, particularly out of 
consumers on the west coast through 
wholesale electricity prices. That hap-
pened under the nose of what was sup-
posed to have been a Federal regulator, 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission. 

During that time, I raised the ques-
tion about the speculation and the ma-
nipulation of the marketplace by 
Enron and others. Vice President CHE-
NEY scoffed and said: There is nothing 
going on here. Shame on all of you for 
suggesting there is something nefar-
ious happening. It turns out DICK CHE-
NEY was dead wrong, supporting the en-
ergy interests ahead of the public in-
terest. We found out later it was a 
criminal enterprise. We found out later 
that the regulator did nothing other 
than sat by and watched what was hap-
pening. 

Now we have a regulator, the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, 
which is supposed to be wearing the 
referee’s shirt with stripes that calls 
the fouls with respect to energy trad-
ing. The Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission has actually allowed a lot 
of this to occur, this speculation, by 
issuing what are called no-action let-
ters so that a number of commodity 
trades can move to the dark side so 
they can’t be seen and regulated by the 
regulator. In fact, the regulator is say-
ing that it is OK for us not to see you 
or understand what you are doing 
which is kind of unbelievable. It defies 
credibility to hear a regulatory body 
say: We don’t want the information 
with which to regulate you. 

Let me describe what Mr. Lukken, 
the head of the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, the regulatory 
body, has been saying. I am using the 
description that he is ‘‘parroting’’ the 
assertion by those involved in the mar-
ket. These are the very speculators 
who make a lot of money in these mar-
kets and want us to believe that noth-
ing is really happening. There is not 
substantial speculation. This is just a 
lot of good people selling and buying 
back and forth. 

Here is what Mr. Lukken says: 
Based on our surveillance efforts to date, 

we believe that energy futures markets have 
been reflecting the underlying fundamentals 
of those markets. 

That was last July. Mr. Lukken says: 
Gosh, things are fine. Don’t worry. Be 
happy. Everything is OK. The fun-
damentals justify whatever is going on. 
That was last July. 

The acting Chairman of the Commis-
sion, Mr. Lukken, again said in Janu-
ary of this year: 

Based on our surveillance efforts to date, 
we believe that energy futures markets have 
been largely reflecting the underlying fun-
damentals of these markets. 

You will note he said in January ex-
actly what he said in July, but he 
changed one word. It must have been a 
mistake. He changed one word. He es-
sentially says: Hey, don’t worry about 
the price of oil and gas. This is all 
about fundamentals. So the Chairman 
of the regulatory body says things are 
OK once again. 

In February, acting Chairman 
Lukken says: 

The Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion is confident that U.S. futures exchanges 
and clearinghouses are functioning well, es-
pecially during these turbulent economic 
times. 

Don’t worry. We regulators have our 
hands on it. We have it all figured out. 

On May 7, the acting Chairman of the 
regulatory body says: 

We can say with a high degree of con-
fidence that people are not manipulating the 
energy markets. 

That is really interesting because 
just two weeks ago this same person, 
Mr. Lukken, who has told us now for a 
year, while the price of oil has doubled, 
there is really no speculation, this is 
just supply and demand at work. The 
fundamentals of the marketplace are 
working. Don’t worry, be happy. Noth-
ing nefarious is going on. There is no 
manipulation, then all of a sudden, two 
weeks ago, this man must have had 
some sort of epiphany. I don’t know 
what he ate for dinner, but suddenly he 
woke up and made an announcement 
that the CFTC wants to find out what 
is going on in this marketplace and for 
the last 7 months they have been inves-
tigating it. Really? That is interesting. 
What about his statements during the 
last year they had already concluded 
nothing was wrong? 

I wonder at what point Americans 
should be relying on the word of Mr. 
Lukken when he was telling us in Jan-
uary there is nothing going on. It is 
just the fundamentals at work. Yet, he 
was reassuring us in early May there 
was nothing happening. Perhaps a cou-
ple weeks ago, he apparently, in some 
startling 180-degree turn decided to fig-
ure out what is happening. 

Mr. Lukken, the acting Chairman, 
and his nomination is before this body, 
said we are now going to something 
called the Intercontinental Exchange 
and others. Incidentally, it is a foreign 
exchange but an exchange in London, 
largely founded by American compa-
nies, trading on computer terminals in 
Atlanta, GA, and other places in the 
U.S. but allowed to do it without over-
sight or regulation by the CFTC be-
cause they exempted them with a let-

ter of no action. It basically is saying 
we are not going to find out what is 
going on. Really? I thought you knew 
what was going on. You have been as-
suring us all along that you knew what 
was happening. Turns out now he ad-
mits they don’t have nearly the infor-
mation with which to judge whether 
there was excessive speculation. 

By the way, the Administration, to 
the extent it was doing anything, 
called for the creation of a task force 
of several agencies, including the 
CFTC. They act as if the barn is on fire 
at the moment. They go from no mo-
tion to slow motion to some sort of 
hyperspeed, I guess. But I have almost 
no confidence in statements for 6 or 8 
months saying that the doubling of the 
price of oil is just fine, and it is unre-
lated to either manipulation or specu-
lation. 

I had one of the presidents of one of 
the largest investment banking firms 
come to my office. I think we spent an 
hour speaking. At the end of the hour, 
he answered every question except the 
one he couldn’t answer, the one I kept 
asking: If you say fundamentals are at 
the root of why the price of oil has dou-
bled, then tell me what those fun-
damentals are that justify the doubling 
of the price of oil. Is it that supply is 
down and demand is up? If that is not 
the case, what are the fundamentals? 
Those who argue that this speculative 
binge cannot answer the question, 
what fundamentals justify doubling the 
price of oil? 

The importance of that is this: I used 
to teach a little economics—not very 
much—in college. I taught economics 
briefly. I tell people I was able to over-
come that experience and go on to lead, 
nonetheless, somewhat of a productive 
life. Economics is psychology pumped 
up with helium. That is all it is. Every-
body says they know this, that, or the 
other thing. Economics is about human 
behavior. But I understand enough 
about the economics of this issue to 
understand you have binges of excess 
and speculation, and we have seen 
them in history. You can find books 
about them. They will take you back 
to the days when tulip bulbs were sold 
for $25,000 for one bulb in a binge of 
speculation that is still written about 
today, 400 or 500 years ago. We have 
bubbles of speculation that occur. In 
most cases, it is not terribly damaging 
to a country or an economy. Who cares 
if you can buy a tulip bulb? Who cares 
if you can afford it? 

Consider this. The price of oil jumps 
to $135 a barrel. The price of gas goes 
to $4 a gallon. You have OPEC coun-
tries going to the bank depositing our 
money in their accounts. The major oil 
companies going to the bank depos-
iting our money in their accounts. Air-
lines are going broke, and trucking 
companies not able to afford to run 
their trucks. The average American 
family is trying to figure out how they 
can afford to put gas in the car and get 
to work. When all of that occurs, it is 
long past time for this country to say: 
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What on Earth is happening and how do 
we fix it? When you have a market that 
doesn’t work, there is a responsibility 
for the regulator and the Government 
to take a step and fix that market. 

This futures market is not the mar-
ket that was established many decades 
ago. That market was established for a 
specific purpose, a laudable purpose. It 
was to allow orderly trading for deliv-
ery of petroleum commodities. It has 
now become an unbelievable cesspool 
of speculation that has driven up the 
price of oil in ways that deeply damage 
this country. This Congress has a re-
sponsibility to deal with it. 

I am working on legislation that 
would mandate the Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission to take the 
steps that are necessary to shut that 
speculation down, to stop the dark 
money and markets, to put it all on 
the regulated side and then to increase 
margin requirements in order to wring 
the speculators out of this market. I 
believe that could decrease the price of 
oil and gas by 20, 30, 40 percent. It is 
not just me. I have quoted those who 
run some of America’s major oil com-
panies and experts involved in some of 
the trading at some of the largest in-
stitutions who believe speculation now 
has driven up the price of oil and gas 
by 20, 30, 40 percent. 

There is a lot to say about what is 
happening in our country and a lot to 
say about the need for regulators to 
begin doing what we pay them to do. I 
will describe the legislation I am work-
ing on at greater length. I appreciate 
the indulgence of my colleagues. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MCCASKILL). The Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. REED. I believe I have been put 
in order for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 91⁄2 minutes at this point. 

Mr. REED. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, we have heard a 

number of interesting opinions on the 
reasons and potential solutions to the 
energy crisis in which we currently 
find ourselves. Unfortunately, yester-
day many of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle blocked our abil-
ity to have a meaningful debate about 
the proactive steps we should be taking 
to address the issues that are contrib-
uting to skyrocketing prices Ameri-
cans are paying at the pump. 

All around the country, high gas 
prices are contributing to already 
shaky economic times for the Amer-
ican people. In my home State of 
Rhode Island, gas prices have increased 
by over 140 percent since 2001. Cur-
rently, Rhode Islanders are paying $4.09 
a gallon for regular unleaded gasoline 
and $4.93 a gallon for diesel. Households 
in Rhode Island are paying $2,000 more 
per year for gasoline than they paid in 
2001. That is $2,000 more than they were 
paying in 2001. 

For the State economy, this means 
that families, businesses, and farmers 
in Rhode Island will spend $835 million 

more on gasoline this year than was 
spent in 2001 if prices remain at current 
levels. But these prices seem to be con-
stantly accelerating. Rhode Island resi-
dents, farmers, and businesses are on 
track to pay over $1.44 billion for gaso-
line this year. That is an extraordinary 
drain on the economy of my State and 
on States throughout the Nation. 

It is well known that our current en-
ergy crisis is due in part to the mar-
riage of two uncontrollable cir-
cumstances: a fast-growing worldwide 
demand for oil and increasingly limited 
oil supplies. The Renewable Fuels, Con-
sumer Protection, and Energy Effi-
ciency Act, which was signed into law 
in December of last year, made impor-
tant improvements to our national en-
ergy policy, and I am confident the 
provisions in that law will help to de-
crease our long-term dependence on oil 
and thus lessen our future vulnerabil-
ity to its availability. However, there 
is also a number of controllable vari-
ables that are contributing to the vola-
tility of energy markets that we must 
address immediately to ensure the high 
prices Americans are paying at the 
pump are not going into the wallets of 
speculators and oil companies looking 
to exploit these difficult times. 

The Consumer-First Energy Act 
would take action by incorporating 
proactive measures to protect against 
excessive speculation, keep the hedge 
funds and oil companies honest, and re-
quire investments by oil companies to-
ward the development of our Nation’s 
renewable energy infrastructure or face 
a windfall profits tax. 

Experts now estimate that well over 
25 percent of the cost of a barrel of oil 
can be attributed to excessive specula-
tion by the financial traders of energy 
commodities. Yet yesterday we failed 
to move forward on a bill that would 
clamp down on excessive speculation 
by preventing traders from routing 
their transactions through offshore 
markets in order to evade speculation 
limits and subject energy traders to 
stronger reporting requirements. 

Many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle say we must open up 
more land to drilling to solve the cur-
rent crisis, increase the supply, and 
lower the demand. The fact of the mat-
ter is over recent years we have al-
ready opened up significant areas of 
the land and the Continental Shelf to 
oil companies and given them tax in-
centives to subsidize and encourage 
their exploration and drilling activi-
ties. 

Over that same span of time, oil com-
panies have reported bigger profits—al-
most $600 billion. Yet we still find our-
selves in a precarious energy situation 
today. Moreover, the Minerals Manage-
ment Service has reported that of all 
the oil and gas reserves believed to 
exist on the Outer Continental Shelf, 82 
percent of the natural gas and 79 per-
cent of the oil are located in areas that 
are already open to leasing. Onshore, 72 
percent of oil and 84 percent of natural 
gas resources are either accessible al-
ready or are pending review. 

We also hear very little about the 
nearly 91 million acres of land cur-
rently open to leasing in the Alaskan 
arctic area outside of ANWR, of which 
only 11.8 million acres have actually 
been leased. 

The idea that we need to make more 
areas available to drilling to increase 
domestic production is not substan-
tiated by the facts. We have broad 
swaths of land and Continental Shelf 
that are available for exploration and 
drilling. They are not being used. Until 
we have thoroughly reviewed and sited 
projects there, the idea that we have to 
open up ANWR is only a subterfuge, an 
excuse for inaction. 

Indeed, in the last 4 years, the Bu-
reau of Land Management has issued 
28,776 permits to drill on public land. 
However, during that time, only 18,954 
wells were actually drilled. Thus, oil 
companies are currently holding onto 
10,000 unused permits which could just 
as easily help to increase domestic pro-
duction as the lands that are currently 
protected under law. Clearly, the prob-
lem is not that there is a lack of places 
to drill. 

Thus, drilling our way to energy 
independence is not the answer. Nei-
ther is increasing the importation of 
foreign oil and natural gas. The answer 
is investing in energy efficiency and re-
newable energy programs that cur-
rently save us more energy each year 
than the amount we consume from any 
single energy source, including oil, nat-
ural gas, coal, and nuclear power. 
These investments offer short-term and 
long-term solutions to strengthen our 
national security by reducing our en-
ergy consumption and making us less 
reliant on oil from unstable regions of 
the world. Moreover, they enhance our 
economic competitiveness by creating 
American jobs in this new green econ-
omy, and they protect our environment 
by reducing our carbon footprint. 

There are actions the Congress can 
and should be taking, which were laid 
out in the Consumer-First Energy Act, 
that could ease the pinch people are 
feeling at the pump. My colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle also refused 
yesterday to debate a package of en-
ergy and tax extenders that would also 
go a long way to help investing in new 
renewable energy sources and the jobs 
these new sources would create. 

Other economic indicators are equal-
ly discouraging, in addition to those 
concerning the energy sector. There 
are particular concerns in our economy 
today about inflation, slow growth in 
gross domestic product, significantly 
higher consumer borrowing, a rising 
Consumer Price Index for food, and 
other indications of difficult economic 
times. 

But perhaps the most growing sta-
tistic and worrisome statistic across 
the country is unemployment. New 
monthly job numbers were released 
last Friday, and they were far worse 
than economists had predicted. The un-
employment rate jumped to 5.5 percent 
from 5 percent in only 1 month. 
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In Rhode Island, 6.1 percent are job-

less right now—unchanged over the 
past 2 months. This is the fourth high-
est unemployment in the United 
States, behind only the States of 
Michigan, Alaska, and California. It 
marks the highest unemployment rate 
in Rhode Island since August 1995— 
more than 12 years ago. The number of 
unemployed Rhode Islanders has risen 
to approximately 35,000, and it has been 
trending upward. 

The Providence Journal reported 
today that about 41 percent of Rhode 
Island’s unemployed in January, Feb-
ruary, and March have exhausted their 
benefits. This is the highest of any New 
England State. 

As we all know, the Senate and the 
House are currently reconciling an 
emergency appropriations bill. I was 
especially pleased the Senate version 
provided domestic spending for 
LIHEAP and unemployment insur-
ance—two critical issues we are facing 
today: accelerating energy prices and 
exploding unemployment numbers. 
This domestic funding is critical to 
boosting our economy and helping 
those who are most in need. 

Indeed, many economists have point-
ed to an extension of unemployment 
benefits as a quicker way to stimulate 
the economy than the rebate checks 
that were being passed out and are 
being passed out today. An extension of 
UI benefits provides a very high return 
on the investment, generating approxi-
mately $1.64 in gross domestic product 
per dollar spent. This is especially 
helpful at a time when people are sav-
ing less, making them ill-prepared to 
cope with a long-term economic slump. 

In Rhode Island, it is estimated that 
the number of jobless who could imme-
diately benefit from an extension of 
unemployment benefits ranges from 
6,500 to 8,000 or more. Under the Sen-
ate-passed provisions, Rhode Island 
would not only qualify for an addi-
tional 13-week extension, but given our 
consistent 6.1 percent unemployment 
rate, we would trigger extended bene-
fits of another 13 weeks. This means 
Rhode Island could receive up to 26 ad-
ditional weeks of assistance to help 
amid these difficult times. That is why 
I will continue to press also for an ex-
tension of unemployment benefits. 

We had the opportunity yesterday to 
move forward on progressive, proactive 
energy legislation, and it was stymied 
by my colleagues on the other side. We 
cannot let that happen. And we cannot 
also let the unemployed go without ex-
tended benefits. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I 

have listened intently for the last 2 
weeks to the climate change debate 
and the energy debate, to Republican 
ideas and Democratic ideas, to Repub-
lican speeches and Democratic speech-
es—all about what is wrong. While we 
have talked, the crisis has grown astro-
nomically. 

In Georgia today, school systems 
looking to transport students this fall 
are wondering how they are going to be 
able to afford to run their schoolbus 
fleet because of the cost of diesel. 

Back in Georgia, today in Marietta, 
our sheriff and our police chief are 
wondering how they are going to be 
able to patrol the streets with the 
budget they have for gas with that tre-
mendous cost. They are doubling up of-
ficers. They are leaving cars idle in the 
motor pool. 

Today workers are going to the 
pump, and they are filling up at $4 a 
gallon—a price that is unsustainable 
for them based on their wages and 
based on the cost of energy. 

While we may make a lot of speeches, 
it is time for Republicans and Demo-
crats alike in the Congress of the 
United States to put aside their par-
tisan bias when it comes to energy. 

I was a young man in the 1960s. A 
great U.S. President, John Kennedy, 
stood before the American people and 
the Congress, when America was con-
fronting a great difficulty. We were 
falling behind in math, science, and 
technology. The Russians had already 
launched a satellite. They were on the 
way to developing a space program, 
and America was being left in the dust. 
President Kennedy stood before the 
Congress, and he declared the United 
States would launch a man to the 
Moon, land him, and bring him home 
safely before the end of the decade. 

We did not know how to do that. But 
the President was bold in declaring it. 
The Congress put its partisan dif-
ferences aside and funded NASA, fund-
ed reach; and 71⁄2 years later, on July 
31, 1969, the United States of America 
landed two men on the Moon and 
brought them back safely to Earth. 

We are a great country, and we are at 
our best in a crisis. We have one today. 
Answers and solutions lie on both sides 
of the political spectrum. Enough, 
quite frankly, is enough. Republicans 
have to begin to embrace those things 
we said are not enough of a solution, 
such as renewables and conservation. 
They can help. They do not solve the 
problem, but they contribute to solving 
it. Democrats have to recognize we are 
sitting on a ham sandwich, starving to 
death, when we continue to keep our 
nuclear energy locked up and we do not 
expand and develop our nuclear pro-
gram to generate safe, reliable, nonpol-
luting, carbon-free nuclear energy. 

On the issue of exploration, it is pos-
sible to explore responsibly, develop 
the resources of our country, and con-
tribute to our supply locally ourselves. 
It is important we have tax incentives 
for all forms of alternative energy—re-
newable energy such as wind and solar, 
future energy such as cellulosic-based 
ethanol, equalizing our incentives, 
making sure every megawatt hour is 
incentivized equally so we are putting 
all our solutions on the table. 

This is not just a political problem; 
this is not just a pocketbook problem; 
this is an American problem. Have you 

ever thought about it for a second? Re-
gardless of your opinion on global 
warming and climate change, it is in 
our best interest as a country to reduce 
our dependence on foreign oil and re-
duce the production of carbon in the 
atmosphere. It is in our interest envi-
ronmentally. It is in our interest geo-
politically. 

Right now, the United States of 
America is buying oil from three of our 
biggest competitors/sometimes adver-
saries—Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, 
Ahmadinejad in Iran, and Vladimir 
Putin in Russia—paying prices of up to 
$139.26 a barrel for oil, the profit from 
which they turn around and buy our 
Treasury notes. They are buying eq-
uity in the United States of America 
with the very funds we are paying for 
their oil. 

Yet we sit here and do not develop 
the resources we should be developing 
that we know of and we have here 
today: the shale oil in Colorado and 
Montana and North Dakota, a reserve 
that is estimated to be equal to the oil 
reserves of Saudi Arabia. There are 
issues in Alaska with ANWR, but we 
can work them out. We can environ-
mentally and safely explore. We did it 
30 years ago with the pipeline in Alas-
ka. We can do it again now. Off the 
coast of the Gulf of Mexico and my 
State and States on the Atlantic coast, 
we can drill safely and securely. We 
can drill aesthetically pleasing, be-
cause if you drill outside of 50 miles, 
and in most cases 12, you are over the 
horizon so there is no damage to tour-
ism. Yet you are extracting your own 
rich natural resource and supplanting 
those imports you would otherwise 
have to take from parts of the world 
you might not want to take from. 

It is critical that we develop our re-
sources. We all know that oil will run 
out one day and we all know we have to 
develop the technologies to replace it. 
We all know we need a bridge over the 
next 40 years as we develop those tech-
nologies to keep America running 
strong and vibrant and have our econ-
omy and our people prosperous. We are 
not going to do it with ever-spiraling 
prices of gasoline, heating, fuel oil, and 
petroleum. We can’t do it. It is time we 
put our biases aside. It is time we stood 
and spoke as Americans. It is time we 
look toward every possible resource 
that is available to us and make a dec-
laration just as John Kennedy did. If 
this President of the United States and 
this Congress join united to say we 
Americans are going to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign and imported oil 
by 33 percent over the next decade and 
we are going to do it by unlocking 
those things that we refuse to ex-
plore—by developing our renewables, 
by incentivizing equitably all sources 
of energy that reduce our dependence 
on petroleum such as nuclear, wind, 
solar, synthetic fuels, and biodiesel— 
the world will immediately take notice 
and the speculators who were discussed 
so much two speakers ago will specu-
late in a hurry that America finally 
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woke up, the Congress finally decided 
to do something. They will know our 
insatiable desire for foreign oil is at an 
end, that we are looking toward an end 
game where we are energy independent. 
You know what happens when that 
happens: The price of oil begins to 
come down immediately. 

The way you have an immediate im-
pact on a spiraling and rapid increase 
in price is to have an immediate de-
claratory decision that you are going 
to do something about it and delineate 
those solutions you have and you know 
are doable. Surely a country that faced 
in the 1960s a challenge without the 
technology at the time to even know 
how to do what it said it was going to 
do can now today in 2008 make a dec-
laration we are going to take our re-
sources we are going to invest in them, 
we are going to incentivize them, and 
we are going to reduce our dependence 
on foreign oil. If we do that, we will 
have the beginning of the end of the 
rapid spiral up in prices as well as a be-
ginning of a new solution in the Senate 
of the United States. That is both sides 
of the issue coming together, finding 
the common ground that in the end 
benefits whom we serve: the people of 
the United States of America. 

When I left Atlanta, GA, on the 4:20 
flight to come to Washington on Mon-
day, I came here recognizing that every 
day it is my responsibility to speak not 
for myself but for the people I rep-
resent. The people I represent are hurt-
ing. It is hurting our business. It is 
hurting education. It is hurting public 
safety. It is hurting the economy. We 
have to put aside our partisan dif-
ferences, make a declaration of war on 
the spiraling cost of gas, develop the 
resources that we as America know we 
have, and say to the American people: 
This is the most deliberative body in 
the world, but it also has the potential 
to be the most decisive body in the 
world if we will only make up our mind 
to do it. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
there has been a great deal of discus-
sion on the floor of the Senate today, 
certainly, about the price of oil and the 
impacts the high energy costs are hav-
ing on our States across the Nation. I 
rise today to talk a little bit about one 
solution, one aspect of the solution for 
our energy woes in this country, and 
that is increased domestic production. 
Before I begin my comments, I ac-
knowledge it is only one piece of the 
puzzle as we deal with the high price of 
energy in this country. Increased do-

mestic production is one aspect of it, 
but we also have the other components. 
Certainly we must do more to focus our 
technologies to advance the renewables 
and the alternative energy sources in 
this country. Then the third leg of my 
three-legged energy stool is the focus 
on conservation and efficiency. I think 
it is fair to say that we in this country 
simply do not do enough yet, and that 
is something we must move toward and 
move toward in a dramatic manner. 

We had a situation in the capital of 
Alaska about 6 weeks or so ago. The 
community of Juneau was left without 
their source of hydroelectric power 
when a series of avalanches took out 
the transmission lines that connected 
the source of hydro to the State’s cap-
ital. Literally overnight, that commu-
nity was plunged into a situation 
where they were going to be powering 
that community off of diesel. They 
were looking at a fivefold increase in 
their energy prices. The communities 
said: What do we do? We can’t do this. 
All of a sudden we had a community— 
a population—that said: I can’t afford 
to pay utility bills that are five times 
what I am already paying in terms of 
energy usage. So that community came 
together in a time of crisis and in 1 
week’s time reduced their energy con-
sumption by 30 percent, and moved on 
then further in the next couple of 
months to reduce their energy con-
sumption in Juneau, AK, by about 40 
percent. 

They did it through everything. Ju-
neau, as my colleagues may know, is in 
a rain forest. It is pretty damp. There 
is usually not much need for clothes-
pins, but every clothespin in Juneau 
was snapped up literally as people said: 
Well, I can’t afford to run the dryer. 
We are going to figure out ways in our 
households where we learn to conserve. 
That focus—that very specific focus on 
conservation now because we are in a 
time of crisis—produced some pretty 
dramatic results. I think that commu-
nity can stand as an example of how we 
in this country can work together to 
make a difference to reduce our energy 
consumption. 

I wish to talk a little bit this after-
noon about the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge in the State of Alaska and 
how opening ANWR to oil exploration 
and development could help lower the 
price of petroleum for decades into the 
future. Over the past couple of days, we 
have heard several colleagues—well, 
not several; we have all been talking 
about the high prices of fuel that peo-
ple are facing. I have heard a lot from 
some about encouraging foreign na-
tions, whether it is Saudi Arabia or 
others, to produce more oil so that we 
can drive down the price of fuel for our 
benefit. We have heard that imposing 
perhaps a windfall profits tax on the oil 
companies would somehow or other 
lower prices, but the explanation for 
exactly why that would occur has been 
a bit sketchy to me. But I have heard 
almost nothing—almost nothing—from 
some of the Members of this body on 

why America should not produce more 
oil itself, keeping the jobs in America, 
keeping the wealth in America for our 
benefit, America’s benefit, not the ben-
efit of Saudi Arabia, Venezuela, or Ni-
geria. 

We can pass many laws in Congress, 
and we can repeal many laws, but we 
cannot repeal the law of supply and de-
mand. I am not the first person to 
stand on the Senate floor and say that. 
If we want to lower our prices, we have 
to figure out how we can increase our 
Nation’s fuel supplies. 

On June 5, in the Washington Post, 
there was an opinion piece by George 
Will. He talked about the fact that 
America does have a national energy 
policy. According to Will: 

America says to the foreign producers: We 
prefer not to pump our oil, so please pump 
more of yours, thereby lowering its value, 
for our benefit. 

That was his statement about our na-
tional policy. That is a crazy national 
energy policy. No wonder it hasn’t 
worked. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
full column by Mr. Will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE GAS PRICES WE DESERVE 
Rising in the Senate on May 13, Chuck 

Schumer, the New York Democrat, ex-
plained: ‘‘I rise to discuss rising energy 
prices.’’ The president was heading to Saudi 
Arabia to seek an increase in its oil produc-
tion, and Schumer’s gorge was rising. 

Saudi Arabia, he said, ‘‘holds the key to re-
ducing gasoline prices at home in the short 
term.’’ Therefore arms sales to that kingdom 
should be blocked unless it ‘‘increases its oil 
production by one million barrels per day,’’ 
which would cause the price of gasoline to 
fall ‘‘50 cents a gallon almost immediately.’’ 

Can a senator, with so many things on his 
mind, know so precisely how the price of gas-
oline would respond to that increase in the 
oil supply? Schumer does know that if you 
increase the supply of something, the price 
of it probably will fall. That is why he and 96 
other senators recently voted to increase the 
supply of oil on the market by stopping the 
flow of oil into the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, which protects against major physical 
interruptions. Seventy-one of the 97 senators 
who voted to stop filling the reserve also op-
pose drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

One million barrels is what might today be 
flowing from ANWR if in 1995 President Bill 
Clinton had not vetoed legislation to permit 
drilling there. One million barrels produce 27 
million gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel. 
Seventy-two of today’s senators—including 
Schumer, of course, and 38 other Democrats, 
including Barack Obama, and 33 Repub-
licans, including John McCain—have voted 
to keep ANWR’s estimated 10.4 billion bar-
rels of oil off the market. 

So Schumer, according to Schumer, is 
complicit in taking $10 away from every 
American who buys 20 gallons of gasoline. 
‘‘Democracy,’’ said H.L. Mencken, ‘‘is the 
theory that the common people know what 
they want and deserve to get it good and 
hard.’’ The common people of New York 
want Schumer to be their senator, so they 
should pipe down about gasoline prices, 
which are a predictable consequence of their 
political choice. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 01:23 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11JN6.056 S11JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5496 June 11, 2008 
Also disqualified from complaining are all 

voters who sent to Washington senators and 
representatives who have voted to keep 
ANWR’s oil in the ground and who voted to 
put 85 percent of America’s offshore terri-
tory off-limits to drilling. The U.S. Minerals 
Management Service says that restricted 
area contains perhaps 86 billion barrels of oil 
and 420 trillion cubic feet of natural gas—10 
times as much oil and 20 times as much nat-
ural gas as Americans use in a year. 

Drilling is underway 60 miles off Florida. 
The drilling is being done by China, in co-
operation with Cuba, which is drilling closer 
to South Florida than U.S. companies are. 

ANWR is larger than the combined areas of 
five states (Massachusetts, Connecticut, 
Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware), and 
drilling along its coastal plain would be con-
fined to a space one-sixth the size of Wash-
ington’s Dulles airport. Offshore? Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita destroyed or damaged hun-
dreds of drilling rigs without causing a large 
spill. There has not been a significant spill 
from an offshore U.S. well since 1969. Of the 
more than 7 billion barrels of oil pumped off-
shore in the past 25 years, 0.001 percent—that 
is one-thousandth of 1 percent—has been 
spilled. Louisiana has more than 3,200 rigs 
offshore—and a thriving commercial fishing 
industry. 

In his book ‘‘Gusher of Lies: The Dan-
gerous Delusions of ‘Energy Independence,’ ’’ 
Robert Bryce says Brazil’s energy success 
has little to do with its much-discussed eth-
anol production and much to do with its in-
creased oil production, the vast majority of 
which comes from off Brazil’s shore. Inves-
tor’s Business Daily reports that Brazil, 
‘‘which recently made a major oil discovery 
almost in sight of Rio’s beaches,’’ has leased 
most of the world’s deep-sea drilling rigs. 

In September 2006, two U.S. companies an-
nounced that their Jack No. 2 well, in the 
Gulf 270 miles southwest of New Orleans, had 
tapped a field with perhaps 15 billion barrels 
of oil, which would increase America’s prov-
en reserves by 50 percent. Just probing four 
miles below the Gulf’s floor costs $100 mil-
lion. Congress’s response to such expendi-
tures is to propose increasing the oil compa-
nies’ tax burdens. 

America says to foreign producers: We pre-
fer not to pump our oil, so please pump more 
of yours, thereby lowering its value, for our 
benefit. Let it not be said that America has 
no energy policy. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. On the floor this 
week, some Senators have argued that 
by opening ANWR and causing physical 
disturbance to just 2000 acres, which is 
what we are talking about, of the Arc-
tic coastal plain—and this area is 
about one-sixth the size of Washington 
Dulles Airport that would likely result 
in the production of about 1 million 
barrels of new oil a day—isn’t going to 
have much of an impact on prices. 

I want to quote the senior Senator 
from New York, who said on May 13: 

If Saudi Arabia were to increase its pro-
duction by 1 million barrels per day, that 
translates to a reduction of 20 percent to 25 
percent in the world price of crude oil, and 
crude oil prices could fall by more than $25 a 
barrel. . . . In turn, that would lower the 
price of gasoline between 13 and 17 percent, 
or by more than 62 cents off the expected 
summer regular-grade price, offering much- 
needed relief to struggling families. 

Now, earlier this afternoon, the same 
Senator said opening ANWR would 
‘‘have little impact’’ on lowering 
prices. I am not going to suggest that 
I know what he was thinking there, but 

I believe what he intended to say was 
that opening ANWR would have little 
impact on lowering prices imme-
diately. In fact, if we were to vote in 
Congress today, this very moment, to 
open ANWR, we would not actually see 
the oil down the line into the lower 48 
States for between 5 to 7 or 8 years. 
But I do believe the Senator who made 
those comments is wrong about both 
the short-term and the long-term ef-
fects of opening ANWR to oil develop-
ment. He was right when he said last 
month that adding more oil to the 
world supply chain would increase sup-
ply and help drive down the prices. I 
think that is just as true in the years 
ahead as it is today. 

We recognize that our actions in this 
Nation, in terms of the statements 
that we send and what we are willing 
to do and what we are willing to com-
mit to—if America were to finally tell 
the world that we are willing to 
produce more fuel ourselves, that we 
are serious about producing more of 
the energy we consume, I believe it 
would result in lower prices imme-
diately—not in the 5 years it is going 
to take to get ANWR oil flowing, but it 
would bring down prices because it 
would have a psychological impact. 

In 1995, President Clinton vetoed the 
legislation that would have opened 
ANWR. If he had not at that point done 
that, and we had moved ahead, more 
than likely we would be seeing an addi-
tional 1 million barrels of oil flowing 
to the market right now. I believe and 
contend that oil would have prevented 
the prices from reaching today’s exor-
bitant levels. 

To go back to George Will’s column, 
he says everyone who has worked to 
block U.S. oil development over the 
past several decades is ‘‘complicit in 
taking $10 away from every American 
who buys 20 gallons of gasoline.’’ 

We talk a lot about ANWR and the 
potential out there and the con-
troversy that, well, you can’t open 
something if it doesn’t have the sup-
port of the American people. I think we 
are being deceptive if we are saying the 
American people do not support the ex-
ploration in the 1002 area. According to 
a May 29 Gallup Poll, 57 percent of 
Americans support ‘‘allowing drilling 
in U.S. coastal and wilderness areas 
now off limits’’ to development. 

In Alaska alone, the Alaskans who 
had expressed their support over the 
years—it has historically been 75 per-
cent-plus of Alaskans who do support 
opening ANWR. We are seeing that sup-
port grow not only in the State, but we 
are looking at truly exorbitant prices, 
and we are seeing it across the country 
as well. 

Just yesterday, there was a nice fel-
low from Indiana who called my office 
to say he started a petition campaign 
on his own—just acting on his own vo-
lition—to help win support for opening 
ANWR. He said in just a few weeks he 
gathered thousands of signatures from 
citizens, not just in Indiana but in a 
number of States, in support of opening 

ANWR. Just last night, I heard a radio 
commercial from a group, and I didn’t 
even know they existed. They were 
gathering signatures in support of 
opening ANWR to exploration and de-
velopment. 

I think the American people know 
what some Members in Congress seem-
ingly don’t; that is, the need for Amer-
ica to expand its domestic production, 
expand that in a manner that we can 
move as quickly as possible and affect 
the high prices that we are seeing in 
this country. Again, it is not just in-
creased domestic production. That is 
one aspect of it. 

I spoke a little bit about the Juneau 
example and how we in this Nation 
need to be doing more to conserve and 
achieve greater efficiency. I was home 
in the State this weekend and folks in 
Alaska are driving through some pret-
ty rough roads and are driving through 
tough conditions. People there like 
SUVs and trucks, but it is not just be-
cause they are big and powerful; they 
are necessary. So driving by some of 
the lots this weekend, I can tell you 
just about everything for sale in the 
lots was the big trucks. People are 
looking at them and saying: I can’t af-
ford to fill up my vehicle anymore. 

I was in the fishing community of 
Dillingham on Saturday. They are pre-
paring to go out for their first fish 
opener on Monday. Some of those boats 
are not going out because they cannot 
afford to fuel up. In Dillingham, the 
spring barge just came in a couple 
weeks ago. The price of gas at the 
pump there jumped up over a dollar in 
1 day. They are paying $5.50 for un-
leaded. Diesel is $6.50-plus. It affects 
everything in the community, not just 
what is happening when you fill up 
your car. They are paying $8 for a gal-
lon of milk. They are paying $10 for a 
carton of orange juice. 

When I went in to get a cup of coffee, 
a young woman said: I don’t know how 
long we can stay in business. People 
from the small villages surrounding 
Dillingham are coming in because they 
cannot afford to fill up. The commu-
nities are suffering terribly. It is not 
just anger that we are seeing from the 
people in Alaska over the high prices 
that happened this winter. People were 
angry about what they are paying. 

Now what is happening is they are 
scared. They have nowhere to go. When 
your village cannot keep the lights on 
and you have to move to the regional 
hub and you realize there is no place 
for you to live, it is just as expensive, 
and there is no way to go, you say: I 
will go to town, to Anchorage or Fair-
banks. But do you know what. The peo-
ple don’t have the money to get the 
airplane ticket out of town to get to a 
community where, again, the energy 
prices are through the roof. 

We have challenges in this Nation 
the likes of which I don’t know that we 
have seen before because it is our en-
ergy and our ability to utilize our en-
ergy sources that keep this country as 
great as it is. We cannot have rural 
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Alaska and rural America imploding 
because we haven’t helped address the 
high cost of energy. The answers are 
there. It is increased domestic produc-
tion. It is renewables and alternatives 
and the technologies we can advance. 
And it is conservation and efficiency. 

We will keep working on it. I think 
the people are going to be hearing a lot 
more about what many of us think is 
the shorter term solution, and that is 
increased production. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from New Jersey is rec-

ognized. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ILLEGAL DETENTIONS 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 

our deepest obligation as Senators and 
Representatives of the American peo-
ple is to make sure our Nation’s found-
ing promises are being kept. 

With a few strokes of Thomas Jeffer-
son’s pen, we were told that life and 
liberty would be unalienable rights, 
that a chance to seek happiness would 
be something to which we were all en-
titled. 

Our rights grew over time, and over 
time we grew out of restrictions of who 
was entitled to those rights. African 
Americans threw down the chains of 
slavery. Women marched to the polls. 
People came from all over the world to 
become full members of our society be-
cause of the promise that our country 
held and the guarantees that our Gov-
ernment made. 

But when agents from Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement—also known 
as ICE—conducted raids in Texas not 
long ago, one 19-year-old U.S. citizen, 
who was dragged from her home while 
she was still in her pajamas, wasn’t 
thinking about that history. 

An 18-year-old U.S. citizen, who was 
shackled at his ankles, handcuffed at 
his wrists, and tied at his waste, wasn’t 
thinking about that history. 

They were thinking to themselves: 
My God, what is happening to me? 
What is going to happen to my family? 
What is happening in my country? 

When ICE agents banged on the door 
of a U.S. citizen named Arturo Flores 
and pushed their way into his house in 
Clifton, NJ, without showing a war-
rant, and when agents in North Bergen, 
NJ, stormed into the house of a legal 
immigrant, named Maria Argueta, in 
the middle of the night and held her 
without cause, taking her away from 
her family for 36 hours, those loud 
knocks on the door quickly woke these 
law-abiding individuals up from their 
American dreams. 

Now, hearing these examples, some 
people might not hear well. They may 
say this is what happens when people 
enter this country without going 
through the proper channels. I hear 
that a lot of the time because it is the 
mantra of people who defend ICE raids. 

But these are not undocumented im-
migrants getting pulled from their 
homes in the dead of night. They are 
U.S. citizens who are targeted because 
of their race, because of their color, 
and denied every fundamental right 
guaranteed by the United States Con-
stitution. 

Our fellow citizens may not have 
been surprised that they were yanked 
from their homes. They might have 
even known that their immigration 
status wasn’t even necessarily rel-
evant. 

They might have heard stories about 
friends who were U.S. citizens or legal 
permanent residents but who were 
seized in immigration raids, detained, 
and in some cases even deported. I am 
talking about U.S. citizens and legal 
permanent residents. 

They may have known that their ac-
cent, their name, the color of their 
skin, the place where they lived would 
have put them at risk. They may have 
known that regardless of what our poli-
ticians and historians say, funda-
mental constitutional rights still 
might not apply to them in today’s 
America. 

We have been hearing these stories 
for too long, and it is time they were 
told on the floor of the Senate because 
together we need to face a blunt re-
ality: Our legitimate desire to control 
our borders has too often turned into a 
witch hunt against Hispanic Americans 
and other people of color. 

Common sense repeatedly loses out 
to hysteria, and agents of intolerance 
repeatedly jump over the legal protec-
tions to which every single American is 
entitled. 

I am going to tell just a few stories 
today, but there are plenty of others 
similar to them. 

Last year, a 30-year-old mentally im-
paired man named Pedro Guzman, who 
was born and raised in southern Cali-
fornia, was detained on misdemeanor 
charges and scheduled to be released. 

He is a U.S. citizen, but somehow his 
accent, his name, the color of his skin 
must have convinced immigration au-
thorities otherwise. So instead of re-
turning him to his home, they decided 
to deport him to Mexico. 

Even after immigration authorities 
realized their horrible mistake, they 
made no significant effort to correct it. 
Pedro attempted several times to cross 
the border home to the United States, 
of which he is a citizen, and was re-
peatedly turned away. He was forced to 
wander the streets of Tijuana, eating 
out of trash cans to survive—a U.S. cit-
izen. 

His mother Maria was worried be-
yond belief and took off time from her 
job to search for Pedro. Finally, 3 
months after he had been illegally de-
ported, Pedro found his way home. 
When he came back, his mother said 
after so much trauma, only half her 
son had returned. 

Each of us in this country has to 
think: What if that happened to me? 
Why couldn’t that happen to me next? 

What would happen to my children if I 
was taken away under those cir-
cumstances? 

Authorities harass U.S. citizens of 
Hispanic descent in other ways. 

Last fall, under the cover of dark-
ness, a dozen immigration agents 
stormed into the Long Island home of 
Peggy Delrosa-Delgado, a U.S. citizen 
and mother of three. They pushed 
through her 17-year-old son, herded her 
children into the living room, and one 
of them drew a gun on a family friend 
staying in the house. This was the sec-
ond time they had done this, sup-
posedly looking for someone named 
Miguel, who had never lived there. 

Another U.S. citizen named Gladis 
was at her home one day when 18 vehi-
cles drove into her front yard and 20 
agents jumped out. Agents banged on 
the door and threatened to throw gas 
inside the house if they did not let 
them in. While the children in the 
house ran and hid in the bedroom, the 
agents broke down the door. 

One of the agents grabbed Gladis and 
attempted to handcuff her. She said 
she could prove her citizenship and 
gave them her Social Security card. 
After interrogating Gladis and her fam-
ily for 20 more minutes, the agents left 
as fast as they came. They had no war-
rant, no probable cause, no reason for 
their actions besides suspicion about 
someone’s name, their accent, and the 
color of their skin. There is one more 
detail I should mention. Gladis was 6 
months pregnant at the time. 

Each of us in this country has to 
think: What if that happened to me? 
Why couldn’t that happen to me? What 
would happen to my children under 
those circumstances? 

Very shortly, I will be introducing 
legislation to prevent the unlawful— 
unlawful—detention of U.S. citizens 
and legal permanent residents. 

The problem with our detention sys-
tem is even larger. Beyond the U.S. 
citizens and permanent residents who 
are unlawfully detained, there are peo-
ple who have come to the United 
States fleeing persecution, people who 
have committed no crime, who find 
themselves trapped and squeezed be-
tween the gears of the U.S. immigra-
tion system. 

The Washington Post has recently 
run a disturbing series on the cata-
strophic state of our detention system. 
I encourage all my colleagues to read 
it. I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the first of the 
Washington Post articles. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 11, 2008] 
SYSTEM OF NEGLECT: AS TIGHTER IMMIGRA-

TION POLICIES STRAIN FEDERAL AGENCIES, 
THE DETAINEES IN THEIR CARE OFTEN PAY A 
HEAVY COST 

(By Dana Priest and Amy Goldstein) 
Near midnight on a California spring 

night, armed guards escorted Yusif Osman 
into an immigration prison ringed by con-
certina wire at the end of a winding, isolated 
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road. During the intake screening, a part- 
time nurse began a computerized medical 
file on Osman, a routine procedure for any 
person entering the vast prison network the 
government has built for foreign detainees 
across the country. But the nurse pushed a 
button and mistakenly closed file #077–987– 
986 and marked it ‘‘completed’’—even though 
it had no medical information in it. Three 
months later, at 2 in the morning on June 27, 
2006, the native of Ghana collapsed in Cell 206 
at the Otay Mesa immigrant detention cen-
ter outside San Diego. His cellmate hit the 
intercom button, yelling to guards that 
Osman was on the floor suffering from chest 
pains. A guard peered through the window 
into the dim cell and saw the detainee on the 
ground, but did not go in. Instead, he called 
a clinic nurse to find out whether Osman had 
any medical problems. When the nurse 
opened the file and found it blank, she de-
cided there was no emergency and said 
Osman needed to fill out a sick call request. 
The guard went on a lunch break. 

The cellmate yelled again. Another guard 
came by, looked in and called the nurse. This 
time she wanted Osman brought to the clin-
ic. Forty minutes passed before guards 
brought a wheelchair to his cell. By then it 
was too late: Osman was barely alive when 
paramedics reached him. He soon died. 

His body, clothed only in dark pants and 
socks, was left on a breezeway for two hours, 
an airway tube sticking out of his mouth. 
Osman was 34. 

The next day, an autopsy determined that 
he had died because his heart had suddenly 
stopped, confidential medical records show. 
Two physicians who reviewed his case for the 
Washington Post said he might have lived 
had he received timely treatment, perhaps as 
basic as an aspirin. Privately, Otay Mesa’s 
medical staff also knew his care was defi-
cient. On Page 3 of an internal review of his 
death is this question: 

Did patient receive appropriate and ade-
quate health care consistent with commu-
nity standards during his/her detention . . .? 

Otay Mesa’s medical director, Esther Hui, 
checked ‘‘No.’’ 

Osman’s death is a single tragedy in a larg-
er story of life, death and often shabby med-
ical care within an unseen network of special 
prisons for foreign detainees across the coun-
try. Some 33,000 people are crammed into 
these overcrowded compounds on a given 
day, waiting to be deported or for a judge to 
let them stay here. 

The medical neglect they endure is part of 
the hidden human cost of increasingly strict 
policies in the post-Sept. 11 United States 
and a lack of preparation for the impact of 
those policies. The detainees have less access 
to lawyers than convicted murderers in max-
imum-security prisons and some have fewer 
comforts than al-Qaeda terrorism suspects 
held at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. But they are 
not terrorists. Most are working-class men 
and women or indigent laborers who made 
mistakes that seem to pose no threat to na-
tional security: a Salvadoran who bought 
drugs in his 20th year of poverty in Los An-
geles; a U.S. legal U.S. resident from Mexico 
who took $50 for driving two undocumented 
day laborers into a border city. Or they are 
waiting for political asylum from danger in 
their own countries: a Somali without a 
valid visa trying to prove she would be killed 
had she remained in her village; a journalist 
who fled Congo out of fear for his life, 
worked as a limousine driver and fathered 
six American children, but never was able to 
get the asylum he sought. 

The most vulnerable detainees, the phys-
ically sick and the mentally ill, are some-
times denied the proper treatment to which 
they are entitled by law and regulation. 
They are locked in a world of slow care, poor 

care and no care, with panic and coverups 
among employees watching it happen, ac-
cording to a Post investigation. 

The investigation found a hidden world of 
flawed medical judgments, faulty adminis-
trative practices, neglectful guards, ill- 
trained technicians, sloppy record-keeping, 
lost medical files and dangerous staff short-
ages. It is also a world increasingly run by 
high-priced private contractors. There is evi-
dence that infectious diseases, including tu-
berculosis and chicken pox, are spreading in-
side the centers. 

Federal officials who oversee immigration 
detention said last week that they are ‘‘com-
mitted to ensuring the safety and well- 
being’’ of everyone in their custody. 

Some 83 detainees have died in, or soon 
after, custody during the past five years. The 
deaths are the loudest alarms about a sys-
tem teetering on collapse. Actions taken—or 
not taken—by medical staff members may 
have contributed to 30 of those deaths, ac-
cording to confidential internal reviews and 
the opinions of medical experts who reviewed 
some death files for the Post. According to 
an analysis by the Post, most of the people 
who died were young. Thirty-two of the de-
tainees were younger than 40, and only six 
were 70 or older. The deaths took place at 
dozens of sites across the country. The most 
at one location was six at the San Pedro 
compound near Los Angeles. 

Immigration officials told congressional 
staffers in October that the facility at San 
Pedro was closed to renovate the fire-sup-
pression system and replace the hot-water 
boiler. But internal documents and inter-
views reveal unsafe conditions that forced 
the agency to relocate all 404 detainees that 
month. An audit found 53 incidents of medi-
cation errors. A riot in August pushed fed-
eral officials to decrease the dangerously 
high number of detainees, many of them dif-
ficult mental health cases, and caused many 
health workers to quit. Finally, the facility 
lost its accreditation. 

The full dimensions of the massive crisis in 
detainee medical care are revealed in thou-
sands of pages of government documents ob-
tained by the Post. They include autopsy 
and medical records, investigative reports, 
notes, internal e-mails, and memorandums. 
These documents, along with interviews with 
current and former immigration medical of-
ficials and staff members, illuminate the un-
derside of the hasty governmental reorga-
nization that took place in response to the 
attacks of Sept. 11, 2001. 

The terrorist strikes catapulted immigra-
tion to a national security concern for the 
first time since World War II, when 120,000 
Japanese residents and their American rel-
atives were locked away in desolate intern-
ment camps. 

After Sept. 11, the Bush Administration 
transferred responsibility for border security 
and deportation to the new Department of 
Homeland Security, which gave it to Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)—a 
reconfiguration of the decades-old Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service—in 2003, the 
year the Post used as the starting point for 
counting detainee deaths. Each year since, 
the number of detainees picked up for depor-
tation or waiting behind bars for political 
asylum has skyrocketed, increasing by 65 
percent since July 2005. 

Government professionals provide health 
care at 23 facilities, which house roughly 
half of the 33,000 detainees. Seven of those 
sites are owned by private prison companies. 
Last year, the government also housed de-
tainees in 279 local and county jails. To han-
dle the influx of detainees, ICE added 6,300 
beds in 2006 and an additional 4,200 since 
then. They too are nearly full. 

These way stations between life in and out-
side the United States are mostly out of 

sight: in deserts and industrial warehouse 
districts, in sequestered valleys next to 
other prisons, or near noisy airports. Some 
compounds never allow detainees outdoor 
recreation; others let them out onto tiny 
dirt patches once or twice a week. 

Detainees are not guaranteed free legal 
representation, and only about one in 10 has 
an attorney. When lawyers get involved, 
they often have difficulty prying medical in-
formation out of the bureaucracy—or even 
finding clients, who are routinely moved 
without notice. 

The burden of health care for this crush of 
human lives falls on an obscure federal agen-
cy that lacks the political clout and bureau-
cratic rigor to do its job well. The Division 
of Immigration Health Services (DIHS), 
housed in a private office building at 13th 
and L Streets, NW., several blocks from ICE 
headquarters, had a budget last year of $61 
million. ICE spent an additional $28 million 
last year on outside medical care for detain-
ees. 

Medical spending has not kept pace with 
the growth in population. Since 2001, the 
number of detainees over the course of each 
year has more than tripled to 311,000, accord-
ing to ICE and the Government Account-
ability Office. Meanwhile, spending for the 
DIHS and outside care has not quite doubled, 
ICE figures show. ICE’s conflicting popu-
lation and budget numbers make the trends 
difficult to determine. 

The agency is responsible for managing 
and monitoring detainee medical care, about 
half of which is provided by U.S. Public 
Health Service professionals and the rest by 
contracted medical staff. When doctors and 
nurses at the immigration compounds be-
lieve that detainees need more than the most 
basic treatment, they have to fax a request 
to the Washington office, where four nurses, 
working 9 to 4, East Coast time, five days a 
week, make the decisions. 

A proud Statue of Liberty replica stands 
just beyond the glass doors of DIHS head-
quarters to remind visitors of the Public 
Health Service’s historical role in screening 
and treating European immigrants arriving 
at Ellis Island at the turn of the last cen-
tury. Its new role is to keep detained immi-
grants healthy enough to be deported. 

The mission is accompanied at times by a 
sense of panic and complicity. Many docu-
ments obtained by the Post make clear that 
the people in charge know that the system is 
in trouble and that piecemeal fixes are not 
enough. 

‘‘The onus is on us if it hits the fan,’’ one 
official complained during a high-level head-
quarters meeting about staff shortages late 
last summer, according to records of the con-
versation. ‘‘We’re going to be responsible if 
something happens, because it’s well docu-
mented that we know there’s a problem, that 
the problem is severe.’’ 

‘‘We are putting ourselves and our patients 
at risk,’’ another official said. 

Doctors express concerns about violating 
medical ethics and fear lawsuits. In July, Es-
ther Hui at Otay Mesa sent a memo to DIHS 
medical director Timothy T. Shack, saying 
her colleagues were worried that they might 
be sued because of the substandard care they 
were giving detainees. The agency’s mission 
of ‘‘keeping the detainee medically ready for 
deportation’’ often conflicts with the stand-
ards of care in the wider medical commu-
nity, Hui wrote. ‘‘I know in my gut that I am 
exposing myself to the U.S. legal standard of 
care argument. . . . Do we need to get per-
sonal liability insurance?’’ 

Nurses who work on the front lines see the 
problems up close. ‘‘Dogs get better care in 
the dog pound,’’ said Catherine Rouse, a con-
tract nurse at an Arizona detention center 
who quit after two months last year because 
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she saw what she regarded as ‘‘scary medi-
cine’’ in the prison: Patients taken off medi-
cations they needed and nurses doing tasks 
they were not qualified to do. ‘‘You don’t 
treat people like that. There has to be some 
kind of moral fiber,’’ Rouse said. 

In a statement responding to questions 
raised by The Post, Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement officials pointed out that 
the federal government spent nearly $100 
million in fiscal 2007 on medical care for im-
migration detainees. About one in four im-
migrants in the detainee population has a 
chronic health condition, the statement said. 

‘‘Among ICE’s highest priorities is to en-
sure safe, humane conditions of confinement 
for those in our custody,’’ the statement 
said. ‘‘We make every effort to enforce all 
existing standards and, whenever possible, to 
improve upon them. When we find standards 
that are not being met, we take immediate 
action to correct deficiencies and when we 
believe that the deficiencies cannot be cor-
rected, we relocate our detainees to other fa-
cilities.’’ 

By their calculations, officials said, the 
mortality rate among detainees has declined 
since 2004 to a level that is lower than that 
in U.S. jails and prisons. The deaths, the 
statement said, ‘‘highlight the tremendous 
responsibility and potential liability the 
government faces in providing medical care 
to a population that often did not have ac-
cess to adequate health care before coming 
into our custody.’’ 

To this end, the agency recently increased 
its inspections of facilities and is creating an 
inspection group at headquarters to review 
serious incidents, including deaths or allega-
tions that standards are not being met. 

ICE declined to comment on specific cases, 
citing internal policies on patient privacy or 
pending litigation. 

Neil Sampson, who ran the DIHS as in-
terim director most of last year, left that job 
with serious questions about the govern-
ment’s commitment. Sampson said in an 
interview that ICE treated detainee health 
care ‘‘as an afterthought,’’ reflecting what 
he called a failure of leadership and manage-
ment at the Homeland Security Department. 
‘‘They do not have a clear idea or philosophy 
of their approach to health care [for detain-
ees],’’ he said. ‘‘It’s a system failure, not a 
failure of individuals.’’ 

A new director for health services arrived 
six months ago, following a stretch when the 
agency was run first by Sampson and then by 
a second interim director. The new boss is 
LaMont W. Flanagan, who brought with him 
the credential of having been fired in 2003 by 
the state of Maryland for bad management 
and spending practices supervising detention 
and pretrial services. An audit found that 
Flanagan had signed off on payments of 
$145,000 for employee entertainment and 
other ill-advised expenditures. His reputa-
tion was such that the District of Columbia 
would not hire him for a juvenile-justice po-
sition. 

‘‘Another death that needs to be added to 
the roster,’’ Diane Aker, the DIHS chief 
health administrator, tapped out in an e- 
mail to a records clerk at headquarters on 
Aug. 14, 2007. Juan Guevara-Lorano, 21, was 
dead. 

Guevara, an unemployed legal U.S. resi-
dent with a young son, was arrested in El 
Paso for driving illegal border-crossers far-
ther into the city. He was paid $50. 

An entry-level emergency medical techni-
cian, with barely any training, had done 
Guevara’s intake screening and physical as-
sessment at the Otero County immigration 
compound in New Mexico. Under DIHS rules, 
those tasks are supposed to be done by a 
nurse. 

After two difficult months in detention, 
Guevara had decided not to appeal his case. 

He would go back to Mexico with his family. 
But on Aug. 4, he came down with a splitting 
headache, what he called a nine on a pain 
scale of 10, his medical records show. The 
rookie medical technician prescribed Tylenol 
and referred Guevara to the compound’s phy-
sician ‘‘due to severity of headache . . . and 
dizziness,’’ according to medical records. 

But Guevara never saw a doctor. Eight 
days after the first incident, he vomited in 
his cell. The same junior technician came to 
help but was unable to insert a nasal airway 
tube. Guevara was taken to a hospital, where 
doctors determined an aneurism in his brain 
had burst. 

His wife, pregnant at the time with their 
second child, recalled that she rushed to the 
hospital but ICE guards would not let her in-
side, until the Mexican Consulate interceded. 
Guevara’s mother waited five hours before 
they let her in. By then he was brain-dead. 

‘‘My son is not coming back,’’ sobbed Ana 
Celia Lozano months later, sitting in 
Guevara’s small mobile home as her grand-
son played on the floor. ‘‘I want to know how 
he lived and died, nothing more.’’ 

What appears to be the most incriminating 
document in Guevara’s case has been par-
tially blacked out. Still, what is left shows 
that he did not receive adequate care. ‘‘The 
detainee was not seen or evaluated by an RN, 
midlevel or physician. . . . At the time of the 
incident on 8/12/2007, the detainee was seen 
and examined by EMTs.’’ 

Each immigration facility is allotted a dif-
ferent number of positions, and a shortage of 
doctors and nurses is not unusual at centers 
across the country. Records from February 
show that about 30 percent of all DIHS posi-
tions in the field were unfilled. ICE officials 
said last week that the current vacancy rate 
is 21 percent. Concern about the vacancies is 
voiced repeatedly at clinical directors’ meet-
ings. ‘‘How do we state our concerns so that 
we can be heard? . . . this is a CRITICAL 
condition. . . . We have bitten off more than 
we can chew,’’ a physician wrote in the min-
utes of one meeting last summer. 

In some prisons, the staffing shortages are 
acute. The Willacy County detention center 
in South Texas—the largest compound, with 
2,018 detainees—has no clinical director, no 
pharmacist and only a part-time psychia-
trist. Nearly 50 percent of the nursing posi-
tions were unfilled at the 1,500–detainee 
Eloy, AZ, prison in February. At the newly 
opened 744–bed Jena, LA, compound, nurses 
run the place. It has no clinical director, no 
staff physician, no psychiatrist and no pro-
fessional dental staff. 

Last August, Sampson, who was then DIHS 
interim director, warned his superiors at ICE 
that critical personnel shortages were mak-
ing it impossible to staff the Jena facility 
adequately. In a vociferous e-mail to Gary 
Mead, the ICE deputy director in charge of 
detention centers, he wrote: 

‘‘With the Jena request we have been re-ex-
amining our capabilities to meet health care 
needs at a new site when we are facing crit-
ical staffing shortages at most every other 
DIHS site. While we developed, executed and 
achieved major successes in our recruitment 
efforts we have been unable to meet the de-
mand.’’ 

The slow ICE security-clearance process 
forced many job applicants to go elsewhere, 
Sampson wrote. Of the 312 people who ap-
plied for new positions over the past year, 
200 withdrew, he wrote, because they found 
other jobs during the 250 days it took ICE, on 
average, to conduct the required background 
investigations. Last week, ICE officials said 
the average wait had decreased recently to 37 
days. 

These shortages have burdened the remain-
ing staff. In July 2007, a year after Osman’s 
death in Otay Mesa, medical director Hui 

strongly complained to headquarters about 
workload stress. ‘‘The level of burnout . . . is 
high and rising,’’ she wrote in an e-mail. ‘‘I 
know that I have been averaging approxi-
mately 2–6 hrs of overtime daily for the past 
2 months. I will no longer be able to sustain 
this pace and will be decreasing the number 
of hours that I work overtime. This being 
said, more will be left undone because we 
simply do NOT have the staff.’’ 

The overcrowding has created a petri dish 
for the spread of diseases. One mission of the 
Public Health Service is to detect infectious 
diseases and contain them before they 
spread, but last summer, the gigantic 
Willacy center was hit by a chicken pox out-
break. 

The illness spread because the facility did 
not have enough available isolation rooms 
and its large pods share recycled air, but also 
because security officers ‘‘lack education 
about the disease and keep moving around 
detainees from different units without tak-
ing into consideration if the unit has been 
isolated due to heavy exposure,’’ noted the 
DIHS’s top specialist on infectious diseases, 
Carlos Duchesne. The staff was forced to vac-
cinate the entire population in mid-July. In 
one 2007 death, memos and confidential notes 
show how medical staff missed an infectious 
disease, meningitis, in their midst. Victor 
Alfonso Arellano, 23, a transgender Mexican 
detainee with AIDS, died in custody at the 
San Pedro center. The first three pages of 
Duchesne’s internal review of the death 
leave the impression that Arellano’s care 
was proper. But the last page, under the 
heading ‘‘Off the record observations and 
recommendations,’’ takes a decidedly crit-
ical tone: ‘‘The clinical staff at all levels 
fails to recognize early signs and symptoms 
of meningitis. . . . Pt was evaluated multiple 
times and an effort to rule out those infec-
tions was not even mentioned.’’ Arellano was 
given a ‘‘completely useless’’ antibiotic, 
Duchesne wrote. Lab work that should have 
been performed immediately took 22 days be-
cause San Pedro’s clinical director had or-
dered staff members to withhold lab work for 
new detainees until they had been in deten-
tion there ‘‘for more than 30 days,’’ a viola-
tion of agency rules. 

‘‘I am sure that there must be a reason 
why this was mandated but that practice is 
particularly dangerous with chronic care 
cases and specially is particularly dangerous 
with . . . HIV/AIDS patients,’’ Duchesne 
wrote. ‘‘Labs for AIDS patients . . . must be 
performed ASAP to know their immune sta-
tus and where you are standing in reference 
to disease control and meds.’’ 

Given the frequency with which ICE moves 
people within the detention network, keep-
ing track of detainees is critical to stopping 
the spread of infectious illnesses. The pur-
chase of an electronic records system named 
CaseTrakker in 2004 was supposed to help. 
But according to internal documents and 
interviews, CaseTrakker is so riddled with 
problems that facilities often revert to hand-
written records. 

A study at one site found that it took one- 
third more time to use CaseTrakker than to 
use paper. Thousands of patient files are 
missing. Recorded data often cannot be re-
trieved. Day-long outages are common. 

When detainees are transferred from one 
facility to another, their records, if they fol-
low them, are often misleading. Some show 
medications with no medical diagnoses, or 
‘‘lots of diagnoses but no meds,’’ according 
to Elizabeth Fleming, a former clinical di-
rector at one compound in Arizona. 

After Yusif Osman’s death and the dis-
covery of the problem with his computerized 
records, the DIHS ordered a review of all 
charts at the Otay Mesa center. During the 
review, auditors also found that 260 physical 
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exams were never completed as required. The 
nurse responsible for the error in Osman’s 
case was reprimanded, but the computer 
problem was not fixed. The CaseTrakker sys-
tem ‘‘has failed and must be replaced,’’ 
Sampson, the DIHS interim director, wrote 
to his ICE supervisors in August. 

In January 2008, medical director Shack 
told colleagues that CaseTrakker ‘‘is more of 
a liability than the use of paper medical 
record system,’’ according to the minutes of 
a meeting. It ‘‘puts patients at risk.’’ 

ICE officials said last week that they are 
not satisfied with CaseTrakker and are 
working to replace it. 

Along with being at the mercy of computer 
glitches, detainees suffer from human errors 
that deny or delay their care. And with few 
advocates on the outside, they are left alone 
to plead their cases in the most desperate 
ways, in hand-scribbled notes to doctors they 
rarely see. 

‘‘I need medicine for pain. All my bones 
hurt. Thank you,’’ wrote Mexico native Ro-
berto Ledesma Guerrero, 72, three weeks be-
fore he died inside the Otay Mesa compound. 
Delays persist throughout the system. In 
January, the detention center in Pearsall, 
Tex., an hour from San Antonio, had a back-
log of 2,097 appointments. 

Luis Dubegel-Paez, a 60–year-old Cuban, 
had filled out many sick call requests before 
he died on March 14. Detained at the Rolling 
Plains Detention Facility in the West Texas 
town of Haskell, he wrote on New Year’s 
Day: ‘‘need to see doctor for Heart medica-
tion; and having chest pains for the past 
three days. Can’t stand pain.’’ 

Ten days later he went to the clinic and 
became upset when he wasn’t seen. He 
slugged the window, yelled, pointed at his 
wristwatch. He was escorted back to his cell. 

Another of his sick call requests said: 
‘‘Need to see a doctor. I have a lot of symp-
toms of sickness . . . as soon as possible!’’ 
The next was more urgent: ‘‘I have a emer-
gency to see the doctor about my heart prob-
lems . . . or the last couple days and I been 
getting dizzy a lot.’’ 

The next day, Dubegel-Paez collapsed and 
died. His medical records do not show that 
he ever saw a doctor for his chest pains. 

Hanna Boutros, 52, who came to the United 
States 30 years ago, waited seven months for 
surgery after receiving a diagnosis of ‘‘high- 
grade’’ prostate cancer, which his urologist 
urged be treated immediately. ICE officials 
sent him to Krome Service Processing Cen-
ter in Miami because, they said, it could best 
deal with his condition. 

But he was seen by nurses, not a doctor, 
until he found an outside lawyer to threaten 
a suit. Boutros finally got surgery just be-
fore Christmas, before he was deported to 
Lebanon, leaving two children and a wife in 
the United States. ‘‘I was miserable. I was 
very, very scared. It was always burning,’’ he 
said. 

Juan Guillermo Guerrero, 37, was denied 
his seizure medication and given an ineffec-
tive substitute. Suffering from one or two 
painful seizures a week, he told his lawyer to 
drop his case, saying he preferred to be de-
ported than to die inside an immigration 
prison. A few days after he returned to Mex-
ico, Guerrero died of asphyxiation during a 
seizure, according to his lawyers. Some-
times, to save money, the government re-
leases detainees instead of treating them. 
Martin Hernandez Banderas, a 40-year-old 
Mexican, was released from custody last year 
while he was in the hospital following sur-
gery to amputate his leg. An internal review 
found that the system failed him before the 
surgery: Nurses and doctors at Otay Mesa did 
not appreciate the severity of his diabetic 
foot wounds, did not properly treat them or 
prescribe the correct course of antibiotics, 

and did not bring in a qualified surgeon to 
evaluate the problem. 

Simon Reyes-Altimirano, 25, a Honduran, 
was diagnosed with chicken pox and sent 
back to his cell with Benadryl, only to be 
hospitalized a day later and diagnosed with 
an inoperable brain tumor. He died two 
weeks later. 

Shack, the medical director, found that 
Reyes-Altimirano’s care at the El Paso de-
tention center had been ‘‘appropriate and 
timely.’’ But a nurse at the center poured 
out her remorse in a typed note placed in 
Reyes-Altimirano’s medical file. ‘‘We always 
have to listen to the patient and the reason 
I say this is because’’ when he first reported 
his problems, ‘‘one of the nurses said, ‘‘I 
think he is faking his illness’’ . . . this is not 
just a medical learning experience but also 
an emotional one.’’ 

Three weeks after Reyes-Altimirano died, 
a nurse at the Krome Service Processing 
Center accused the Rev. Joseph Dantica of 
faking an illness, too. The 81–year-old Bap-
tist minister had fled Haiti in the fall of 2004, 
fearing for his life after gangs set fire to the 
church overlooking Port-au-Prince where he 
ran a school, let people use computers for 
free and quietly handed out money to needy 
families. 

As a younger man, Dantica listened to 
tapes to practice English every day, but he 
never wanted to live in the United States, 
said a niece, writer Edwidge Danticat, who 
was raised by him. He visited once a year, to 
see his brother in Brooklyn and raise money 
for his church. 

But after U.N. peacekeepers and Haitian 
riot police seized the church to use as a base 
against gangs, and after the gangs retaliated 
by burning the altar, Dantica slipped on a 
woman’s muumuu and wig and headed to the 
airport. He arrived in Miami with a valid 
visa but decided to seek asylum because he 
thought he might have to stay longer than 
his visa allowed. In an earlier time, Dantica 
would have been permitted to go on to New 
York while the government considered his 
claim. This time, he was detained. 

Dantica and an immigration lawyer were 
sitting before an asylum officer when the 
minister began to vomit violently. The law-
yer, John Pratt, said agents at the detention 
center had taken away his client’s blood- 
pressure medicine. 

Dantica ‘‘turned very cold. His eyes wan-
dered around, and he appeared not to be con-
scious of his surroundings,’’ the asylum offi-
cer, Miriam Castro, later told investigators, 
according to confidential documents. ‘‘Appli-
cant assumed a rigid position with his legs 
stretched out and remained in this position.’’ 

Castro called for medical help. No one 
came for 15 minutes. When the public health 
nurse and a physician assistant arrived, the 
nurse said he believed that Dantica ‘‘was 
faking because Applicant kept looking at 
him randomly,’’ Castro said. The nurse, 
Tony Palladino, ‘‘then went on to dem-
onstrate that when he moved Applicant’s 
head up and down, Applicant maintained his 
head rigid as opposed to limp, thus not al-
lowing his head to fall back. [The nurse] 
stated that was another way he determined 
Applicant was faking symptoms.’’ 

Dantica died a day later in Miami’s Jack-
son Memorial Hospital, shackled to a bed. 
Pratt had called the hospital repeatedly, try-
ing to get information about the minister’s 
condition and permission for his family to 
see him. ‘‘They never said anything but they 
were doing tests,’’ Pratt said. Security rea-
sons, hospital officials told him, prevented 
visitors. 

The government’s internal medical records 
say Dantica died of pancreatitis. A one-page 
death certificate in his file has ‘‘VOID’’ 
stamped across it. Two outside doctors who 

reviewed his medical records for The Post 
said he probably died of heart problems. 

Yusif Osman had been living in Los Ange-
les as a legal resident for five years when he 
was detained crossing back from Tijuana in 
2006 with a passenger, also from Ghana, who 
had a false ID. Osman was arrested on a 
smuggling charge, which he denied and was 
fighting while locked up at Otay Mesa. He 
seemed healthy to his friends and family who 
visited him or spoke to him by phone. 

His girlfriend, Dorothy Weens, was stunned 
when she picked up the phone in late June 
and a stranger broke the news. ‘‘Yusif Osman 
passed away,’’ the man said. 

When Osman’s lawyer called the compound 
to verify what had happened, he was told 
only that his client was no longer there. 
Weens and a cousin of Osman’s called immi-
gration officials several times for answers. 
They were told that the matter was under in-
vestigation. Eventually they stopped calling. 

Osman’s belongings from the prison ar-
rived at his cousin’s house one day by mail. 
Pants. Socks. 

Scraps of paper with prayer verses written 
in Arabic. His birth certificate. A letter from 
Dorothy: ‘‘Hey Babe! Hang in there. I’m try-
ing everything I can do, to get you out of 
there. I love you and God love you. And that 
all you needs. I’m sending you $100.00. Love, 
Dot.’’ 

There was also an inventory of the rest of 
his personal property on the day he died: ‘‘4 
yellow envelopes. 1 writing pad. I religious 
beads. I Chap Stick. 14 Ramen soups. 1 grape 
jelly. 1 jar peanut butter. 1 hot cocoa mix. 1 
box Q tips.’’ 

The mortuary received a preliminary death 
certificate from the coroner’s office. It noted 
Osman’s cause of death as ‘‘pending,’’ enough 
to release the body. His mosque collected 
money for a burial in a Muslim cemetery in 
the Mojave Desert. Male friends dug the 
grave. They laid his corpse, wrapped in white 
cloth, into the open earth and covered it 
with rocky dirt. 

The final death certificate arrived in the 
mail sometime later. Under cause of death, 
it still read ‘‘pending.’’ Osman’s passing re-
mains a mystery to his grieving relatives in 
Ghana and his adopted African community 
in Los Angeles. 

An uneven, blank concrete headstone 
marks Grave 26. The truth of Osman’s death 
is also buried, thousands of miles away, past 
the Statue of Liberty replica near the front 
door, inside a cabinet at the Division of Im-
migration Health Services, in file #077–987– 
986. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 
the series is staggering, revealing defi-
ciencies in our detention system that 
most of us could not dream up in our 
worst nightmare. The Washington Post 
has forced us as a nation to look in the 
mirror, and I, for one, am appalled at 
what I see. 

We, the United States of America, 
the greatest democracy in the entire 
world, have been injecting people with 
heavy dosages of drugs in order to de-
port them or to move them around the 
system with more ease. 

Immigration officials drug people 
going through U.S. facilities, and they 
drug people who are to be deported. 
They drug some people so heavily that 
when they get off the plane, they col-
lapse on the tarmac or have to be 
rolled off the plane in a wheelchair. 

They do not only drug people to 
make it easier to kick them out. One 
story that stood out in both the Wash-
ington Post article and a segment on 
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‘‘60 Minutes’’ was that of a woman 
named Amina Mudey. 

Last year, Amina fled from Somalia 
to the United States to seek asylum 
after she was tortured and her family 
was killed before her eyes. When she 
arrived at JFK airport, she was shack-
led, thrown in a van and driven to a 
windowless, converted warehouse in 
New Jersey. Immigration authorities 
didn’t so much as find an interpreter. 
Instead, they decided to lock her up 
and decided she was insane, without 
even talking to her, and decided to in-
ject her full of a drug to treat a disease 
she didn’t even have. The side effects 
were awful. Her tongue swelled so 
much she couldn’t close her mouth. 
She drooled and vomited uncontrol-
lably and began to lactate. When she 
complained, they upped the dose. She 
thought to herself: Maybe I am going 
to die here. 

Finally, 5 months after she was de-
tained, she won her asylum case in 
court and was released from the deten-
tion center. Without the perseverance 
of her lawyer, Amina would never have 
emerged from her drug-induced state. 
She never would have found the asylum 
she so desperately needed. 

This case sheds light on another grim 
reality. Medical treatment at our de-
tention facilities is atrocious. Over-
medication is far from the only prob-
lem. Life-threatening lack of care is 
also a serious problem. Take the heart-
breaking story of Francisco Castaneda. 
Francisco entered one of our detention 
facilities battling cancer, although he 
didn’t know it at the time. All he knew 
is he had significant lesions on his re-
productive organs. 

Offsite officials who never examined 
Francisco repeatedly denied him the 
biopsy he so desperately needed. After 
11 long months in custody, Francisco 
argued for and eventually obtained a 
temporary release so he could pay for 
his own biopsy. Life-threatening cancer 
tumors were found. Despite amputa-
tion of the affected area and several 
rounds of chemotherapy, Francisco 
died of cancer at the age of 36. 

A Federal judge recently noted that 
this case appears to present ‘‘one of the 
most, if not the most, egregious Eighth 
Amendment violations [involving cruel 
and unusual punishment] the Court has 
ever encountered.’’ 

The United States of America essen-
tially killed Francisco Castaneda by 
denying him the medical care he so 
desperately needed. Why? Because he 
had entered this country without the 
proper documentation at the age of 10, 
when his mother, fleeing civil war in El 
Salvador—a war the United States 
helped to fund, a war that sent thou-
sands of refugees such as him to our 
country—chose to seek freedom. 

He was denied care because he tried 
to make a better life for himself and 
his family. These are hardly offenses 
that warrant death. We cannot in good 
conscience allow these conditions to 
continue. That is why I have joined to-
gether with Senators KENNEDY, DUR-

BIN, AKAKA, LIEBERMAN, KERRY, and 
BINGAMAN to introduce the Detainee 
Basic Medical Care Act. 

First, the bill would require the De-
partment of Homeland Security to es-
tablish procedures for delivering basic 
health care to all immigrant detainees 
in custody. It requires the Department 
to give people in custody access to any 
medications they urgently need, both 
during detention and transfers. 

Currently, a bureaucrat in an office 
can overrule a medical professional 
who is actually on-site and seeing a de-
tainee. This bill ensures that treat-
ment decisions are made by the profes-
sionals who actually see the patient. 

Finally, the bill would require the 
Department to report all detainee 
deaths to the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral and Congress. 

We can never lose sight of the fact 
that everyone who immigrates to this 
country, whether they are documented 
or not, is a human being. A detention 
should never amount to a death sen-
tence. This kind of action to ensure hu-
mane treatment and prevent unneces-
sary deaths at these facilities is long 
overdue. 

Let us not forget that many in immi-
gration detention are there for minor 
violations, many because of adminis-
trative errors or pending legitimate 
asylum cases. 

At this point, this becomes more 
than a legal issue; it becomes a human 
rights issue. It is our job to do all we 
can to secure our country while also 
protecting the dignity of all human 
beings. If we fail to do so, not only do 
we blemish ourselves, but we lose the 
moral high ground to be a beacon of de-
mocracy and a leader of human rights 
around the world. 

It is astounding to me that human 
beings could be treated as badly as 
some are being treated on our soil. 
When innocent people are drugged, 
tranquilized, and treated similar to 
animals, when agents attempt to hand-
cuff a pregnant U.S. citizen, break 
down the door to her home, terrify her 
children and her family, when an agen-
cy of the Federal Government deports 
its own citizen, when all this is going 
on, each of us in America has to think: 
What is happening in our country? 
Doesn’t my U.S. citizenship, whether 
by birth or naturalization, protect me 
from this kind of abuse? 

Some officials have claimed these in-
cidents are rare, and some have sug-
gested this is acceptable collateral 
damage in pursuit of undocumented 
aliens. Tell that to our fellow citizens 
who found themselves either detained 
illegally or deported. Tell that to 
Pedro, Gladis and Amina and everyone 
else and all the families who have had 
to watch this happen. No matter how 
widespread this pattern of abuse turns 
out to be, one thing is clear: It isn’t 
rare enough. 

There is only one way to prevent that 
kind of abuse, and it should be a uni-
versal policy that before we accuse 
someone of being undocumented, there 

is one other document we should in-
spect first. It is called the Constitution 
of the United States. It is time for im-
migration and law enforcement at all 
levels to rededicate themselves to re-
specting the rights the Constitution 
guarantees. That means respecting the 
need for probable cause and the right 
to be free from unreasonable search 
and seizure guaranteed by the fourth 
amendment, the right to due process 
guaranteed by the fifth and fourteenth 
amendments, and the full benefits of 
citizenship and equal protection for 
anyone born or naturalized in this 
country, guaranteed by the 14th 
amendment, and the entire range of 
rights and protections under our Con-
stitution. 

It is going to take real leadership at 
every level of our justice system, from 
the Attorney General to the Secretary 
of Homeland Security on down. That is 
the only way that those who by birth 
or naturalization have a legitimate 
right to pursue the American dream 
and to make sure their lives do not 
turn into an un-American nightmare. 

This issue might not be the legisla-
tive business of the Chamber at this 
moment, but it is always our moral 
business. It is always our moral busi-
ness to defend the most fundamental 
principle on which our Nation was 
founded: that all of us are created 
equal. Stopping illegal detentions of 
Americans based on their race is about 
more than properly enforcing the law. 
Above all, it is about respecting people 
who may be different from us but who 
share the same birthright. 

Martin Luther King said: 
We may have come on different ships, but 

we’re all in the same boat now. 

If we are worried about what to 
throw off the boat, it should be our old-
est enemy, which is fear. Once that is 
gone, we can resume our course on the 
currents of freedom and let our sails be 
filled with liberty and justice for all. 

We can preserve the Constitution, de-
fend our borders, and, at the same 
time, make sure no American citizen, 
whether naturalized or born here, ever 
faces the discrimination that is taking 
place widespread across the country in 
ways in which they are illegally de-
tained, illegally put in detention facili-
ties, their houses are broken into, and 
where even a U.S. citizen could be de-
ported. That is a shameful time in our 
history, and I hope the Senate will 
work to stop it. 

To the extent I have any time re-
maining, I yield it to Senator DURBIN 
for his presentation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Before speaking on the 

issue of energy, I wish to commend my 
colleague from New Jersey. I hope 
those who were following the debate of 
the Senate were listening closely to 
what he had to say. I wish I could re-
member the exact quote—perhaps he 
can—but someone once said: 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 01:23 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11JN6.060 S11JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5502 June 11, 2008 
You can really measure the morality of a 

people by watching how they treat their 
prisoners and those under detention. 

I think what he has brought to our 
attention today is nothing short of a 
critically important issue about the 
conduct of our Government in the 
treatment of people in detention, many 
of whom are not guilty of crimes, many 
of whom may be suspected and are 
being treated as if they have already 
been convicted, and treated extremely 
poorly. 

I thank the Senator for bringing up 
this issue. It is one I hope the entire 
Senate will reflect on, and again I 
thank him for bringing it to our atten-
tion. 

Madam President, if you go back to 
your home State of Missouri or my 
home State of Illinois—or you pick a 
State, pick a town, pick a street—and 
grab the first person who walks by and 
say: Is there anything on your mind 
that Washington is dealing with, do 
you know what the answer is going to 
be? Gasoline prices, Senator. Where 
have you been? Have you noticed what 
is going on here? Go to fill up the gas 
tank and pull out the credit card or the 
cash and you are paying twice as much 
as you did not that long ago. What are 
you going to do about it, Senator? A 
lot of talk about all the issues you are 
concerned about, but what is hap-
pening in Washington? Well, if you fol-
low what happened this week on the 
floor of the Senate, you will under-
stand that precious little—in fact, 
nothing—has happened this week in 
Washington when it comes to the issue 
of gasoline prices, diesel prices, and 
home heating oil. And it isn’t for lack 
of effort. 

The Democratic majority brought a 
bill to the floor asking the Senate if we 
could move forward and start to debate 
this bill. The bill had specific elements 
in it to try to address the increased 
cost of gasoline, to stop what we con-
sidered to be an abuse to the American 
economy. And how bad is it? Well, take 
a look at this chart, which shows in 
graphic terms what has happened since 
President Bush was sworn into office in 
January 2001 until just a few days ago 
here in 2008. The average price of gaso-
line, when the President was sworn in, 
was $1.47 a gallon. It is now $4.04 a gal-
lon. This dramatic increase has caused 
hardship to families, to businesses, to 
farmers, to airlines, and to truckers. 
You name it, the American economy is 
suffering because of it. 

It isn’t just something that happened 
over a long period of time. We can see 
just this year what has happened with 
gas prices. Just since January of 2008, 
gasoline prices have gone up 93 cents, 
almost $1 a gallon. People are feeling 
that. I find it when I get back to Illi-
nois, particularly in my part of the 
State, in downstate Illinois, where 
they live in smaller towns, in afford-
able housing, and commute to their 
jobs. They now find the price of gaso-
line to be beyond their budgets week 
after week and month after month. 

So we said: Let’s bring a bill to the 
floor, and let’s have a bill that deals 
with the reality. And here are the 
harsh realities. Not only has the price 
of gasoline gone up, but the profit-tak-
ing by the American oil companies has 
gone up dramatically. Since President 
Bush has taken office, the profit-tak-
ing by these companies has increased 
by over 400 percent, in the same period 
of time the cost of gasoline has gone up 
over 250 percent. It is no coincidence. 
These companies aren’t making the 
biggest profits in the history of the oil 
industry, they are making the biggest 
profits in the history of American busi-
ness. No other company has ever done 
this. 

We also understand what it means to 
businesses, passing along the expenses 
of energy costs on products. Whether 
they are food products or whatever it 
might be, it raises the cost of living for 
everybody. 

We know what is happening with air-
lines. Just this last week, the air-
lines—those that are still in business, 
because so many have gone bankrupt— 
those that are still in business an-
nounced dramatic cutbacks in their 
scheduling. Most of the major airlines 
took out of their fleets the less fuel-ef-
ficient planes and cut back on their 
scheduled aircraft by 20 percent. Well, 
welcome to our summer vacations as 
we try to move back and forth across 
America with fewer airplanes, stuffed 
to the gills with passengers. That is 
the reality of this energy crisis. 

We know what it means to truckers. 
They are facing diesel costs near $5 a 
gallon, and they are trying to fill up 
those big rigs and keep them on the 
highway, and it is hard to do. It is dif-
ficult to even consider that they can do 
this without passing along the cost of 
that added energy cost to those who 
are buying the products in the back of 
the truck. 

So what we have already done so far 
in the Senate is to pass fuel economy 
standards for cars and light trucks that 
will reach 35 miles a gallon by 2020. 
That is a good thing. American con-
sumers will have a choice to buy more 
fuel-efficient vehicles. We have com-
mitted to the production of 36 million 
gallons of renewable transportation 
fuels, such as ethanol and biodiesel, by 
the year 2022. We have expanded re-
search for plug-in hybrids. What is 
needed now, though, is not the long- 
term fix but something that can bring 
some relief. So we brought this bill to 
the floor, and here is what it did: 

First, we rolled back the $17 billion 
Federal subsidy we are currently giv-
ing oil companies. How can you justify 
a subsidy to a company making record-
breaking profits? Why would you take 
taxes away from families, who are hard 
pressed with their own budget needs, 
and give them to the wealthiest, most 
profitable companies in America? That 
was No. 1 in our bill. 

No. 2 was a 25-percent windfall prof-
its tax. We say to these oil companies: 
Enough is enough. You are entitled to 

a profit—you are in business for your 
shareholders—but when you have gone 
beyond a reasonable profit and it has 
gone into the area of greed, the Gov-
ernment is going to take it. And maybe 
the notion of a windfall profits tax 
would discourage the oil companies 
from continuing to raise those gasoline 
prices at the pump. 

We also protected consumers from 
price gouging. The bill gave the Presi-
dent the authority to declare an energy 
emergency and set a limit on uncon-
scionably excessive prices, if necessary. 
Are we in an energy emergency at this 
point? I argue that we are, and I think 
the President should have this author-
ity. 

Next, we would go after speculation 
in oil—the trading that goes on at the 
highest levels by some of the biggest 
investors—to make sure there is trans-
parency and accountability, and that is 
something which is long overdue. 

We would send a clear message to 
OPEC—that cartel of nations in the 
Middle East that supplies us with oil— 
that we will allow enforcement actions 
against any company or country that 
is colluding to set the price of oil, nat-
ural gas, and other petroleum products. 

What was the Republican response to 
this bill? We needed 60 votes. We called 
for a vote yesterday. I took a look at it 
and I see that we had—it looks like 6, 
maybe 7 Republicans who joined us, 7 
out of 49, one of whom was the Senator 
from Iowa, here on the floor now, who 
voted with us yesterday on moving for-
ward on this bill. And I salute him. I 
wish some of his colleagues on the 
other side would have joined him. We 
needed 60 votes, and it failed. So the 
filibuster on the Republican side 
worked. They stopped the bill. They 
stopped the debate. We can’t move for-
ward on the bill because we couldn’t 
bring over 60 Members. Unlike the Sen-
ator from Iowa, the vast majority of 
Republican Senators voted against 
even debating this bill, voted against 
amending it. 

That is not the first time that has 
happened in this Congress. The fili-
buster, which many people are familiar 
with, allows any Senator to stand up 
and object to any amendment, any bill, 
any nomination, and if anyone wants 
to say to that Senator that he or she 
doesn’t have the right to do that any-
more, we need 60 Senators who will 
stand up and say it is time to move on, 
it is time to debate the amendment, it 
is time to bring it before us. In the his-
tory of the Senate, the total number of 
filibusters in any 2-year period of time, 
the max, has been 57. So far in this 
Congress, which still has about 6 or 8 
months to go, there have been 75 Re-
publican filibusters. 

This most recent filibuster, on the 
Energy bill, stopped us from debating 
ways to bring down the price of gaso-
line in America, to send a message to 
oil companies that they have gone too 
far. We couldn’t bring over, on a bipar-
tisan basis, enough Republican Sen-
ators to reach the 60 votes. So the 74th 
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and the 75th Republican filibusters pre-
vailed. They stopped us from moving 
forward. That is a sad reality and one 
that is hard to explain back home. 

This week in the Senate—with the 
exception of the Senator from Iowa, 
who is on the floor and whom I have sa-
luted twice but I will salute a third 
time for joining us on this vote—the 
overwhelming majority of Republicans 
are blocking a bill to debate lowering 
energy costs across America. How can 
that be in the best interest of the 
American economy? How can it be in 
the best interest of the Senate? Aren’t 
we elected to come here and address 
the issues that really count, the ones 
that families and businesses feel every 
single day? Well, because of the strat-
egy on the Republican side, we were 
unable to do it. 

Now, I will tell you that the answer 
by most Republicans to the debate I 
have just talked about is that we 
should drill for oil in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge in Alaska. I am 
opposed to that. And for years, when-
ever I would get up and say I am op-
posed to it, one of the Senators from 
Alaska would say: You have no busi-
ness opposing it, you don’t know what 
it looks like, you don’t know what you 
are talking about. So I took it upon 
myself several years ago to go to the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and to 
camp out two straight evenings there, 
with my son, two overnights, but I use 
that term loosely because the sun was 
up 24 hours a day by the time we went 
there to see what it was like. You un-
derstand, once you have flown over, 
landed, and walked through it, a large 
part of it, why President Eisenhower 
set this piece of real estate aside and 
said: Protect it. There is something 
special about this. Don’t develop it un-
less it is an absolute emergency in 
America and there is no place to turn. 

From the Republican side, they be-
lieve that is the answer: Let’s go drill 
for oil in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge. But the Department of Ener-
gy’s own Energy Information Agency 
has made clear that it wouldn’t make 
any difference if we drilled for oil in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge be-
cause by the time the oil would be in 
peak production—which wouldn’t be 
until the year 2030—Refuge oil would 
make up only .6 percent of the world’s 
oil. It would literally be a drop in the 
oil bucket. That drop in the bucket is 
hardly a solution to today’s high gaso-
line prices. In fact, the effect at the gas 
pump wouldn’t be felt for two decades. 

This Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
is one of America’s last pristine, un-
touched wilderness areas. It is home to 
over 200 wildlife species, including 
polar bears, musk ox, which I spotted 
while I was there, and caribou. Can we 
trust that a rush of oil development 
will protect this wilderness that we 
hold stewardship over? Is this really 
the last answer America can come up 
with? I think not. I think we are smart 
enough, we are determined enough, and 
with the right leadership we can reduce 

energy costs in America, give con-
sumers an option to buy more fuel-effi-
cient cars and trucks, find more fuel ef-
ficiency, more homegrown fuels, such 
as ethanol and the biofuels and bio-
diesel, and make certain we hold true 
to the values that we are not going to 
compromise the water we drink, the air 
we breathe, or wildernesses and refuges 
that have been set aside for decades. 
That is what is critically important in 
this national debate. 

We know that despite even their best 
efforts, some of the major oil compa-
nies have pipeline problems. Just a 
couple of years ago, one of the major 
oil companies was responsible for the 
largest oil spill in North Slope history. 
That, unfortunately, is an indication 
that you can never be too careful. 

History is clear: We need to do the 
right things to meet this energy crisis, 
and the first thing we need to do is to 
act as a Senate and debate an issue 
that really counts in America. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 

wish to speak on taxes, but I would 
like to comment a little on what I just 
heard from the Senator from Illinois. 
And he is absolutely right that I did 
vote to debate because I think a great 
deal can be accomplished through de-
bate on this legislation. In regard to 
the overall bill and the motive behind 
it, it is good in the areas of antitrust 
and things of that nature, but taxing 
oil? The rule of economics 101 is that 
when you tax something, you get less 
of it. And the American people under-
stand by now, with $4 gas, another rule 
of economics 101: If you are going to 
get prices down, you have to increase 
supply. 

I would not be flippant about 13 bil-
lion barrels of oil in Alaska that we 
have not tapped. Yes, by the year 2030 
it might be .6 percent of the world’s 
supply, but when you are using 85 mil-
lion barrels a day worldwide and when 
there are only about 86 or 87 million 
barrels of oil being pumped out of the 
ground worldwide, then you have to un-
derstand that a six-tenths of 1 percent 
increase in a world supply that is not 
very flexible is going to make a big dif-
ference because it is the nervousness 
that is in the supply of oil, and when it 
might be cut back because of natural 
disaster or terrorism activity or some 
German worker being kidnapped in Ni-
geria, which sometimes is an excuse for 
oil going up, more flexibility in the 
supply of oil is what is going to help us 
with steady prices and lower prices as 
we increase supply. 

So even though I voted to bring the 
bill to debate yesterday, I want it fully 
understood that I am not a guy who be-
lieves taxing is going to increase sup-
ply. In fact, I believe more taxes is 
going to decrease supply. 

I wish to have a debate with the Sen-
ator from Illinois and other people 
from the other side that what we need 
is supply. I could easily agree with the 

Senator from Illinois—maybe not 
about drilling in Alaska, but if he were 
willing to drill on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, willing to drill more in 
the Gulf of Mexico, and willing to drill 
more on public land. These are places 
we know there is an ample supply of oil 
we ought to make use of to keep the 
money in the United States instead of 
buying from the Arabs to give them 
American dollars to shoot back at us. 

I think there are a lot of national se-
curity implications here that are as 
important as the price of gasoline for 
our suppliers. I said I would be willing 
to vote that way if we could get some 
understanding of drilling other places. 

What I hear from the other side is: 
No, to Alaska; no, to the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf; no, to public lands; no, to 
the Gulf of Mexico. But I don’t hear 
anybody crying—you often hear from 
people about the Outer Continental 
Shelf that you are going to ruin tour-
ism if we do it. You are going to ruin 
the view of the ocean. But I don’t hear 
anybody complaining that 50 miles off 
of Key West, it is OK for China to drill. 
But if you want to drill 50 miles off of 
Florida for the benefit of Americans, 
you would have an outcry. I don’t un-
derstand it. 

When I had my town meetings in 
Iowa during the Memorial Day recess, 
at every one of those meetings was 
brought up why don’t we drill more 
where there is oil that is needed in the 
United States? Why don’t we explore 
and make use of what we have? We 
can’t fool the American public. 

To some extent the debate we had 
yesterday was on a bill because if we 
didn’t get to these issues of more ex-
ploring and more use of these re-
sources, it would be a figleaf to cover 
the opinion or position of the other 
party that, no, we can’t drill anymore. 

Conserve? Yes, we ought to conserve. 
There is nothing the Senator from Illi-
nois said about conserving that is not 
legitimate. But conserving is not the 
only answer to our problem. You have 
to have a three-legged stool of answers 
to our energy problems. 

One of them is to drill where we 
know there are resources. Now, since 
God only made so much fossil fuel, that 
is short term. Then renewables is sec-
ond, and conservation, the third. We 
need a public policy in all those areas. 
We have public policies for conserva-
tion—tax credit for fuel-cell cars, for 
refurbished homes to be more energy 
efficient, for energy-efficient appli-
ances. We have tax incentives for re-
newable fuels. Of course we have had 
tax incentives for petroleum for a long 
period of time. We need those incen-
tives. But to think renewables or con-
servation is a solution to this problem 
is very misleading. 

Madam President, I want to talk a 
little bit about energy but also to talk 
more about taxes. That was an issue we 
debated yesterday. As I finished up last 
night, I spoke about the spike in gas 
prices. These increases in costs are 
hammering most Americans, including 
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too many Iowans. Iowans have seen it 
firsthand in the gas stations in New 
Hartford. I say that because sometimes 
I get the impression from my own con-
stituents that everybody thinks all 100 
Senators have chauffeur-driven lim-
ousines to drive around in so we don’t 
know what the cost is to put gas in a 
gas tank. It is not true here in Wash-
ington, DC, except for a few of the 
elected leaders, and it is not true in 
Iowa, where I drive a 2003 Taurus. We 
do take care of ourselves and we do 
know the price of gas. In fact, I can tell 
you if I had been smart enough to buy 
gas when I left the Des Moines airport 
Friday night, I could have gotten it for 
$3.69, and I waited to buy it Sunday 
night and it was $3.89, and I know it is 
$4 out here. The point is, we feel it. 

By the way, I have some advice for 
some of the leaders who drive SUVs 
around here and have chauffeur-driven 
limousines while we are paying $4 in 
taxpayers’ money for gasoline. It ag-
gravates me to high heaven when I see 
the SUVs idling out here, maybe to 
keep the car warm in the wintertime or 
cool in the summertime, and I saw it 
when the temperature around here was 
60 degrees. Shut these cars off and 
save. There is no reason for the Senate 
of the United States to set an example 
that we do not conserve or care about 
the taxpayers’ money by having these 
SUVs idle when nobody is in them, 
when they are not going anyplace. 

I read reports about the gas issue. I 
read reports about the stimulus rebate 
checks being eaten up at the pump 
with this high gasoline price. In addi-
tion to this hit from gas hikes, Amer-
ican families are facing a big hit from 
planned tax hikes. I wish to take a few 
minutes then to talk about the addi-
tional hit taxes make on the family 
budget. 

You would think no one would in-
crease taxes in times of economic dis-
tress. Record tax hikes in an era of 
higher gas prices would seem to be a 
recipe for economic disaster. So people 
who think taxes are not high enough, 
complaining about the upcoming reces-
sion—hopefully avoided but probably 
not—why would you want to make it 
worse by increasing taxes? 

Some people do not seem to care. 
People on the other side, including 
Presidential candidates, proudly and 
passionately want to raise taxes. You 
see it in the debate. I am not telling 
you something you can’t see on tele-
vision. Candidates of the other polit-
ical party are waiting to raise taxes. 
How do they want to increase taxes, 
you might ask? By increasing tax rates 
and taxing investment income. 

If the other side prevails in the No-
vember elections, we will be on a path 
to a tax hike; taxes that will go up, as 
a percentage of gross domestic product, 
higher than they have been at any time 
since World War II. If they stay on that 
path, yet higher. Taxes should rise by 
almost 10 percent with virtually every 
American paying more. If you want to 
create jobs, you don’t tax labor. The 

rules of economics 101—if you tax 
something, you get less of it. If you 
want labor, then don’t increase taxes 
on labor. 

I wish to ask folks, particularly in 
the media, to take a serious look. It is 
in the Congressional Budget Office re-
ports. It is the effect of letting the bi-
partisan Tax Relief Act of 2001 expire, 
and maybe a more partisan tax bill of 
2003 expire. 

How much more taxes would we have 
to pay? A lot more, say people on the 
other side, especially those Americans 
who are defined by the other side as 
making a lot of money. 

What is a lot of money? The Demo-
crats say if you are a family making at 
least $250,000 a year, you make a lot of 
money and don’t pay enough taxes. 
That puts you in the current 33-percent 
tax bracket. 

Can Americans making less than 
$250,000 a year be sure they will not pay 
more taxes? What is to say that the 
other side will not tax Americans mak-
ing $100,000 a year? Or even $50,000 a 
year? The bipartisan Tax Relief Act 
made sure that all Americans are pay-
ing less in taxes. In 2001 and 2003, Con-
gress did the right thing and reduced 
the tax liability for all hard-working 
Americans. 

This tax relief should not be labeled 
the Bush tax cuts. Yes, President Bush 
had a great deal of involvement and de-
serves some credit. But I want to re-
mind people that Congress passed the 
2001 and 2003 tax relief. In fact, that 
year the Finance Committee was di-
vided 50 percent Republican, 50 percent 
Democrat, because the whole Senate 
was equal, the number of Republicans 
and Democrats. We completely, as a 
body, rewrote the suggestions that 
President Bush put before the Con-
gress. 

Max Baucus, the current chairman, 
was my partner in the 2001 bill. We 
overcame the White House’s desire to 
write a ‘‘Republican only’’ bill and skip 
the committee process. So stop calling 
this tax relief the Bush tax cuts. This 
label is politically motivated to con-
fuse the American taxpayers about 
what was truly a bipartisan tax relief 
measure. 

This label is repeated over and over. 
The head of the Senate Democratic 
Campaign Committee beats his par-
tisan drum with this phrase. He relies 
on polls to drive a partisan message. 
The label is likewise parroted over and 
over in the press reports. The Sunday 
political talk show hosts are even get-
ting into the act. If I had a nickel for 
every time I heard the words ‘‘Bush tax 
cuts,’’ especially from the political 
pundits, I would singlehandedly be able 
to pay off the national debt. 

Colleagues and friends in the media, I 
beg you—I have asked you to consider 
what I am saying—lay off the false 
label of Bush tax cuts. Instead, look at 
the substance. The substance of the 
2001 and 2003 tax relief put more money 
into the pockets of hard-working 
Americans. This is how it came about, 

by lowering the tax rates, providing 
marriage penalty relief and by pro-
viding the child tax credit. I do not 
hear much press discussion about how 
much money hard-working Americans 
are going to have to pay if the 2001 and 
2003 tax relief expires. I ask the media 
people: Take a look at the data. It is 
real. It means dollars and cents to vir-
tually every American taxpayer. That 
cushion in the family budget will be 
critical to deal with the burden from 
the higher gas prices that have been in-
volved in the debate today and yester-
day. 

Other data: If the 2001 and 2003 tax re-
lief expires, a family of four with 
household income of $50,000 will pay 
$2,300 more in taxes. That is a lot of 
money for a family earning $50,000. 
Here is a chart that will show you ex-
actly the impact when 2010 comes and 
these expire, as the candidates on the 
other side want to do. In 2011 that fam-
ily of four is hitting a tax wall, the tax 
wall, or $2,300 a year. These families 
have hit the wall. If the other side pre-
vails, they are going to have their 
noses bloodied by the tax brick wall 
that the middle-income family hits. 

Here is more data. A single mother 
with two children earning $30,000 will 
pay $1,100 more in taxes, if the tax re-
lief bill is passed. This single mom 
with two kids will actually be crushed 
financially by a brick wall of higher 
taxes. 

There is a lot of talk about need for 
change in economic policy. It seems as 
if change, no matter what it means, is 
good on its face. Many in the media 
and the beltway punditry fawn over the 
soaring rhetoric of the eloquent Demo-
cratic candidate. Indeed, there is al-
most a cult of personality surrounding 
the charismatic junior Senator from Il-
linois. These folks in the media and 
beltway punditry need to cut through 
the fog and look at what the Demo-
cratic notion of changed economic pol-
icy will mean to folks beyond the belt-
way. Look at this change not from the 
perspective of high-paid, latte-liberal 
crowds in the bluest areas of the bluest 
States. Look at what this means in the 
offices, factories, and farms of the 
heartland. That is what I ask many in 
the media and the punditry to take a 
good look at. 

Gas prices are also squeezing the 
country’s main job creators and that 
hits small business and farms. Small 
business has a tax hike to worry about 
as well. This tax hike piles on top of 
higher energy costs that are slamming 
small business. 

According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, about 70 percent of taxpayers 
who are flowthrough business owners 
are in the top 5 percent of the tax-
payers. So my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, along with their Presi-
dential candidate, are effectively say-
ing they want small business owners to 
pay at least 13 percent more in taxes. 

Small business owners are not Bill 
Gates or Warren Buffet. Small business 
owners are hard-working Americans 
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who live on Main Street. They are vital 
to our economic well-being. Small 
business employs a vast majority of 
America’s workers. Yet small business 
owners have to pay more money to 
their Government. That is less money 
they can use to hire somebody. 

The old law of economics 101: If you 
increase taxes, you get less of it; you 
tax labor more, you get less labor, you 
get less jobs. If that person is not 
hired, what happens? The individual is 
unemployed, has no income, has no 
health care. Instead, that worker 
stands in the unemployment line and 
collects unemployment. 

Economics, like I said. All these tax 
hikes on small business would pile on 
top of the gas price hikes already crip-
pling small business. Why should they 
pay more taxes? Is this change good be-
cause they can afford it? That is what 
the other side is saying. But it makes 
no sense. 

What they are saying is, because 
these taxpayers can ‘‘afford it,’’ these 
taxpayers should be paying even a 
greater percentage of Federal Govern-
ment taxes. But what does ‘‘afford it’’ 
mean? Do we not want all taxpayers, 
not just those make $250,000 or more, to 
pump their disposable incomes back 
into our economy? 

Do we wish to steer taxpayers, in-
cluding upper income taxpayers, to-
ward lower return, tax-favored invest-
ments? Do we wish to steer their 
money away from reinvesting in small 
businesses or start-ups? 

By the way, I wish to compliment 
one of Senator OBAMA’s surrogates. I 
am referring to Gov. Tim Kaine of Vir-
ginia. On FOX News Sunday, Governor 
Kaine indicated Senator OBAMA would 
propose a zero-percent capital gains 
rate for small start-up companies. 
Under current law, that is a 7.5 percent 
rate. 

Now, we Republicans could look at 
this proposal. But unfortunately for 
the American people, Governor Kaine 
said Senator OBAMA would substitute 
this rate with a 33-percent increase in 
capital gains on other investments. 

So the substitution would be bad for 
other investors. So let’s focus on the 
progrowth side of the proposal and con-
sider dropping the rate of start-ups 
from 7.5 percent to zero. 

The political talking point that we 
hear again and again, raise taxes on 
the country’s top taxpayers to gen-
erate ‘‘needed’’ revenue, is commu-
nicated to the American public. 

It is said enough times and repeated 
by the press so many times that many 
Americans believe it. 

It is not the fault of that portion of 
the American public that believes it. 

It is refreshing that a vast majority 
of Americans think the general idea of 
a tax increase is a bad idea, especially 
in these economic times. 

But the notion that there are no 
downsides for taxpayers or for eco-
nomic growth if income taxes go up by 
10 percent is a notion that the other 
side believes. Many in the media seem 

to accept this notion without further 
examination. 

If middle- and upper-income tax-
payers see a bigger tax bill, do they be-
lieve that our economy will be better 
off? 

It is clear lower tax rates have gen-
erated record tax revenues. I challenge 
some of the media who are skeptical 
about tax relief to take a look. 

Here is a chart that illustrates that 
lower taxes have generated record tax 
revenues. 

This chart illustrates that Federal 
tax revenues have been, and generally 
continue to be, coming into the Fed-
eral Treasury at or above the historical 
average of 18.2 percent of GDP. 

Now what the heck does that mean? 
It means that lowering the tax rates 

has not gutted Federal tax revenues. 
So don’t believe the Chicken Littles 

who say the sky will fall if we keep 
taxes low. 

It means that keeping taxes low, 
even for Americans earning $250,000 a 
year has brought in record-breaking 
revenue. 

It also means that the Government 
doesn’t need to raise taxes in order to 
generate revenue. 

Now I can’t let my colleagues on the 
other side, and some of the skeptics in 
the press for that matter, say to the 
American public that if you earn less 
than $250,000 a year, you won’t see 
higher taxes. 

Why? There are millions of investors 
earning less than $250,000. They earn 
dividends and capital gains. 

Let’s take a closer look. 
In 2003, Congress reduced the top tax 

rate on capital gains from 20 percent to 
15 percent. 

Congress also tied dividend income to 
the capital gains tax rate, that is, 15 
percent. 

For low-income taxpayers, the tax 
rate on capital gains and dividends is 
currently zero. 

That’s zero, with a capital Z. 
Millions of low-income taxpayers re-

ceive dividends and capital gains. 
All of these taxpayers were not mak-

ing over $250,000. 
I will shed light on this fact with a 

chart. Nationally, over 24 million tax 
returns reported dividend income. 

In Iowa, for instance, over 299,000 
families and individuals claimed divi-
dend income on their returns. 

Here is another chart dealing with 
capital gains. 

Nationally, 9 million families and in-
dividuals claimed capital gains. Over 
127,000 of them were folks from Iowa. 

I have fought both Democrats and 
Republicans to ensure that our country 
is set on the right course. 

That course is economic prosperity. 
I would like to see a real discussion 

of the negative implications of chang-
ing current economic policy. With high 
gas prices squeezing taxpayers, it is 
more compelling than ever. 

Let’s clear away the fog about the 
expiring bipartisan tax relief. Broad- 
based tax increases aren’t gauzy ‘‘feel 

good’’ economic policy changes. Let’s 
examine the benefits of keeping taxes 
low. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, first 
of all, I wish to thank the Senator from 
Iowa for his graciousness in allowing 
me to speak. He is a tremendous leader 
for us on issues of tax policy and 
health care, and I appreciate my rela-
tionship with him a lot. He is a won-
derful American. He is a wonderful 
Iowan. He does a great job for the peo-
ple of Iowa in the Senate. 

We all know we are experiencing a 
time of dramatically increased energy 
costs. The price of gas sets new highs 
almost every day, and the price of oil 
continues to climb. In the face of this, 
the Democrats in this body think the 
proper response is to increase taxes and 
regulations on the energy industry. 

It reminds me of a saying from the 
Reagan era: If it moves, tax it; if it 
keeps moving, regulate it; and if it 
stops moving, subsidize it. 

Well, the bill the Democrats are try-
ing to force on the American people 
would do at least two of those things. 
Increasing taxes and regulations do 
nothing to bring down the increase in 
fixed costs that result from high en-
ergy prices. It is not the right solution. 
Conventional wisdom dictates that in 
times when fixed costs are high, discre-
tionary spending must decrease. 

As the last budget showed, we cer-
tainly do not follow conventional wis-
dom in DC. But families all over Amer-
ica have to. In plain and simple lan-
guage: Spending more on what we need 
generally means we have less to spend 
on what we want. 

Now, make no mistake, we are spend-
ing more on what we need. Americans 
are feeling the pain at the pump due to 
high gas prices, but increasingly they 
are feeling pain at the kitchen table 
too. As gas prices go up, so do food 
prices. America’s farmers and ranchers 
produce the safest and most affordable 
food in the world. But rising energy 
prices have affected almost every level 
of agriculture. It has caused the cost of 
everything from fertilizer to processing 
to increase. 

The high price of diesel and other 
types of energy are forcing up produc-
tion costs, which also forces up food 
prices. My home State of Colorado pro-
duces some of the best-tasting produce 
in the world, including potatoes. It is 
not putting fuel in the tractor that is 
hurting our farmers. Last year, in 
Colorado’s San Luis Valley, it cost a 
farmer about $90 an acre for starter fer-
tilizer for a potato crop. This year, the 
cost is up almost $300, from $90. You 
heard that right, in 1 year, starter fer-
tilizer costs have more than tripled. 

Weld County, CO, is one of the Na-
tion’s top-producing agricultural coun-
ties. But even in an area that produces 
as much food as Weld County, people 
there are fighting high food costs. 
Higher food costs hurt all Americans, 
but they are especially damaging to 
people dealing with food insecurity. 
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Food banks are struggling to stretch 

dollars so they can keep food on their 
shelves. That is food that goes to our 
most vulnerable populations, impover-
ished individuals and their families. In 
Weld County, 32 percent of the individ-
uals served by the local food bank are 
children. 

The price of food, and indeed all 
goods that need to be moved any dis-
tance, is also increased by the trans-
portation costs. Listen to this. The 
trucking industry has been especially 
hard hit by the increases in diesel 
prices. In January of 2007, when the 
Democrats took control of Congress, 
diesel was $2.53 a gallon. Today the na-
tional average for diesel is $4.69 a gal-
lon. That is an increase of $2.16 in the 
18 months of Democratic control of 
Congress. In the 6 years preceding 
Democratic control of the Congress, 
the price of diesel rose about $1. That 
is right, $1 dollar for over 6 years, and 
$2.16 in 18 months. 

I think the evidence is clear that the 
antiproduction Democrats in Congress 
are ignoring the needs of rural Ameri-
cans in favor of liberal environmental 
elitists. 

Gasoline prices are also changing 
families’ plans for their leisure time. 
In times such as these, we see an indus-
try such as tourism both helped and 
hurt by families having more limited 
funds. Local tourism in places such as 
Colorado is helped because people stay 
closer to home. For example, a family 
from southeast Colorado might choose 
to forgo their planned week-long trip 
to Yellowstone Park and instead spend 
3 or 4 days at Rocky Mountain Na-
tional Park. 

This is good for Rocky Mountain Na-
tional Park because that family might 
not have visited if they could afford 
the gas necessary to go to Yellowstone. 
But it is bad for Yellowstone because 
they lost visitors. Businesses in the 
surrounding communities around Yel-
lowstone also lost the opportunity to 
feed and house that family and to sell 
them their souvenir T-shirts. 

Unfortunately, though, tourism in a 
State such as Colorado is likely to be 
hurt by families’ needs to visit locally, 
because although Rocky Mountain Na-
tional Park will play host to a south-
eastern Colorado family, they are like-
ly to lose visitation from families who 
have to travel farther to get there. 
Now, the Rocky Mountain National 
Park is a destination tourist area. So 
that people from all over the country, 
when they plan their weeks for a week 
vacation, they plan on making Rocky 
Mountain National Park their main 
focal point of that vacation. So fami-
lies have to travel farther, and when 
they travel farther, they do not often 
want to spend more, and so it hurts 
destination tourist spots such as 
Rocky Mountain National Park. 

But it is not just families who plan 
to drive who are affected. According to 
the Air Transportation Association 
only 8 years ago, 15 percent of the price 
of an airline ticket went to pay for 

fuel. Now that number has risen to 40 
percent. Fuel prices for airlines are up 
84 percent over last year, forcing them 
to raise fares and add surcharges and 
fees to recoup costs. Airlines will con-
tinue serving their best markets but 
may be forced to reduce flight fre-
quencies and the number of cities they 
can serve altogether. 

Small cities may keep service with a 
flight or two a day but only at much 
higher prices aimed at business trav-
elers, while leisure travelers will have 
to drive to bigger cities to get more 
reasonable fears. 

U.S. airlines are projected to spend 
$61 billion on fuel this year; that is $20 
billion more than in 2007, an increase 
equivalent to the compensation and 
benefits of 267,000 airline workers or 
the acquisition of 286 new jets. 

The rapid increase in jet fuel will add 
substantially to airline costs at a time 
when a weakening U.S. economy will 
make it more difficult to offset those 
costs with higher fares. 

While oil prices are soaring, the air-
line industry and Denver-based Fron-
tier Airlines has been forced to analyze 
every facet of their business in an ef-
fort to combat the enormous financial 
strain fuel costs are having on them. 
Airlines have been resorting to car-
rying less water per flight, removing 
bulky, unneeded carts and equipment, 
while even eliminating hot meal op-
tions so they could eliminate ovens and 
microwaves in the galleys. 

While I commend our airline industry 
for their innovative solutions and cre-
ativity during these constrained times, 
these changes combined with fare in-
creases are having a dreadful impact on 
our domestic airline industry, which 
has been vital to national and inter-
national commerce and tourism. Den-
ver, CO, is the center of much of that 
activity. 

United Airlines recently announced 
plans to take 70 more jets out of serv-
ice and cut domestic capacity by 17 to 
18 percent for the remainder of 2008 and 
2009. Although Frontier Airlines prides 
itself on the ability to provide pas-
senger service at relatively low cost, 
once again the high price of fuel has 
necessitated an increase to their fuel 
surcharge which is passed on to the 
customer. 

In addition to raising prices, they 
have reduced aircraft fuel burns and 
began using new flight-planning com-
puter software to track fuel and flights 
to save fuel. Frontier has also had to 
reduce the number and frequency of its 
flights into Denver, which will have an 
adverse impact on the Colorado econ-
omy and Colorado tourism, which usu-
ally flourishes in the warm summer 
months. 

In closing, I would like to address the 
claim that Republicans in this body are 
the problem. Republicans in this body 
actually have legislation that will in-
crease domestic production of energy, 
instead of cut it off. We are ready to 
talk about energy prices. We are ready 
to talk about gas prices. That is why 

we are here today doing that. We wish 
to help Americas alleviate the pain 
they are feeling at the pump by in-
creasing production. That is the real 
solution to our problem. 

The laws of supply and demand dic-
tate that increasing supply will work 
to drive down prices. Increased tax-
ation simply suppresses supply, which, 
in turn, leads to even higher prices. 
What we should not do is act on a bill 
that will decrease domestic production 
by imposing increased taxes. 

What we should not do is act on a bill 
that will decrease domestic production 
by increasing the regulatory burden. 
That is what we have on the floor right 
now. That is what the ‘‘no energy bill’’ 
before us will do. I simply cannot sup-
port that. I am supporting the major-
ity leader’s effort to allow Republicans 
to be able to be a part of this process, 
to submit their amendments on the 
floor so we can actually move toward 
more production, instead of less pro-
duction. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado is recognized. 
Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SALAZAR. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MEDICARE 
Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 

come to the Senate floor this afternoon 
to speak about the Medicare package 
we will be voting on cloture on, the 
legislation that Senator REID filed for 
cloture yesterday. We will be doing 
that vote sometime tomorrow. Before I 
make my comments about that par-
ticular piece of legislation, I want to 
make a few comments in general about 
the importance of the health care agen-
da and the health care challenge that 
faces America. 

For all of us who are in elected office 
in all of our States, we hear about the 
pain the people of America are feeling 
from a number of different perspec-
tives. We hear loudly and clearly that 
people in our States are very concerned 
about what is happening with the run-
away prices of oil and the high cost of 
gas and diesel and the farmers and 
ranchers and the businesspeople and 
consumers in general, just concern 
about that cornerstone of our economy 
which is causing so much pain to the 
people of America today. 

We also hear about another corner-
stone of concern, and that is what is 
happening with the housing crisis, the 
housing crisis which, in many ways, 
has ignited the economic instability we 
face in America today, where people 
are losing their homes, record fore-
closures are occurring, and people want 
to know what it is we are doing in 
Washington to address the dream of 
home ownership for America. 
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In my State, it is projected that in 

the year ahead and in 2009 there will be 
about 50,000 homes that will go into 
foreclosure. There will be about a third 
of the housing stock that will have a 
decline of anywhere from 12 to 15 per-
cent in value over the next several 
years. Those two cornerstones of our 
economy—energy and housing—are 
trembling a little bit today. It is im-
portant for all of us in the Congress to 
do what we can to try to stabilize our 
energy policy and energy prices and 
also to deal with the challenges we face 
in the housing crisis. 

There is another cornerstone in our 
economy which is something we need 
to address. We will do small pieces of it 
here, but it has to do with health care. 
Health care today is a huge challenge 
and problem for America. 

In the Presidential debates, one of 
the hot topics will be how will the next 
leader of the greatest democracy in the 
world help us address the huge chal-
lenges we face in health care. One 
thinks about the fact that there are 47 
million Americans who do not have 
health insurance today. One thinks 
about my State of Colorado with a pop-
ulation of under 5 million people. 
Today there are 850,000 Coloradans who 
don’t have health insurance, and of 
those 850,000, 180,000 are children, chil-
dren without health insurance in our 
State. 

As I look at the issue of health care 
in general, one of the cornerstones that 
face our country in terms of the eco-
nomic and real human pain we are fac-
ing, I am proud of the fact that there 
are people in the Senate who are trying 
to figure out a way forward already. 

First, Senator BAUCUS, chairman of 
the Finance Committee, has decided 
this is an issue we need to learn a lot 
more about. So we have a series of 
hearings on what is happening with 
health care, what is happening with 
health care in other places around the 
world. Next Monday we will be having 
a health care summit to try to further 
our understanding on how we can deal 
with this incredibly difficult issue. 
Then in the mix of all that dialog, my 
good friend from Oregon, Senator 
WYDEN, who just happens to be on the 
floor—totally by coincidence—has of-
fered for all of us to take a look at the 
Healthy Americans Act. 

The Healthy Americans Act is impor-
tant because it is the only piece of leg-
islation that has come to the Senate in 
a manner that is a comprehensive 
health care reform package, but also, 
importantly, it has the kind of bipar-
tisan support which, at the end of the 
day, will be required in order for us to 
fix the very complex health care prob-
lems and challenges we face today. 

I applaud him and both my Demo-
cratic and Republican colleagues who 
have joined him in that effort. It is the 
only significant bipartisan piece of leg-
islation that has been considered in 
Washington for a long time. But the 
issue of health care and health care re-
form is not going to go away this year. 

It is an issue I expect will loom large 
on our plates right after the January 
2009 inauguration. Many of us will be 
working to try to find the right solu-
tion that fits the American population. 
I very much look forward to working 
with my colleagues on that on a bipar-
tisan basis and to working with my 
good friend, Senator WYDEN, on that 
agenda as well. 

I wanted to speak about a ticking 
health care emergency that, if 
unaddressed, will affect millions of 
doctors and patients across the coun-
try before the end of the month. In 19 
days from today, Medicare reimburse-
ment rates are scheduled to drop 10 
percent, based on an outdated formula 
that we desperately need to fix. A 10- 
percent cut to Medicare reimburse-
ment rates will force tens of thousands 
of doctors into the red, tens of thou-
sands of doctors across America in 
every one of our States. Millions and 
millions of Medicare patients will find 
that their doctor simply cannot afford 
to treat them. Every single Member of 
this body has heard loudly and clearly 
about the devastating effects these 
cuts will have on patients and on doc-
tors. Here are just a few things I have 
heard over the last several days. 

This is from Dr. Mike Wasserman, a 
Colorado physician who is in a group 
practice that focuses solely on Medi-
care patients. He said: 

A 10 percent cut is untenable. I would have 
to seriously consider immediately closing 
our practice if this were to actually stick. 

Other comments that I have received 
in my office from others: 

Many primary care physicians will not 
only stop taking new Medicare patients but 
will consider reducing their current Medi-
care load. That means more patients being 
cared for by higher cost specialists. Conceiv-
ably, this could actually lead to greater 
Medicare expenditures. 

Finally: 
This cut will have a devastating impact on 

health care across the board as most com-
mercial insurers and TRICARE tie their 
rates to Medicare. 

Let’s keep these realities in mind as 
we try to forge ahead in the next 19 
days, and hopefully sooner, to try to 
fix the Medicare issue which faces us 
today. 

The June 30 Medicare cuts will affect 
military health care plans through 
TRICARE. We will have the rug pulled 
out from under the feet of TRICARE if 
we don’t fix this problem. For me and 
for the soldiers in Colorado at Fort 
Carson, for the airmen at Schriever, 
Peterson, and Buckley Air Force Bases, 
and for our Guard and Reserves, I know 
they will find that fewer doctors will 
see them, their spouses, and children. 
It will be more difficult for returning 
servicemembers from Iraq and Afghani-
stan to get treatment for PTSD and for 
wounds they have incurred on the bat-
tlefield on our behalf. 

As the largest purchaser of health 
services, Medicare rates also serve as a 
starting point for private insurers. 
This means the impact of a cut will 

eventually be felt by middle-class fami-
lies as well. 

We cannot let this happen. We cannot 
let Medicare reimbursement rates fall 
on June 30. That is why I am pleased 
that Senator BAUCUS and a bipartisan 
group of Senators on the Finance Com-
mittee have introduced a bill that 
would correct this problem. I strongly 
support this bill, the Medicare Im-
provements for Patients and Providers 
Act. I thank the leadership of Majority 
Leader REID for giving us the time to 
bring this matter to full debate and 
conclusion, hopefully, on the Senate 
floor. We have to get this bill done. We 
have no choice. 

In addition to saving doctors and pa-
tients from the June 30 Medicare cuts, 
the bill makes several fiscally respon-
sible improvements to Medicare and 
Medicaid, including, first, the bill im-
proves critical programs to ensure sen-
iors and individuals with disabilities on 
a restricted income can afford the 
health care prescriptions they need to 
stay healthy. Second, the bill extends 
and expands rural health programs. 
Third, the bill expands coverage of pre-
ventive services which are so needed in 
health care. Fourth, the bill reduces 
coinsurance for mental health services. 
Fifth, the bill addresses overpayments 
and unscrupulous marketing tactics in 
the Medicare Advantage Program. Fi-
nally, the bill will protect the long- 
term solvency of the Medicare Pro-
gram. 

Curiously, the Medicare bill intro-
duced today by Senator GRASSLEY, my 
good friend and the ranking member on 
the Finance Committee, mirrors many 
of these provisions. While the dif-
ferences may not be in number, the dif-
ferences, nonetheless, in my view, re-
quire us to move forward with the 
version of the bill Senator BAUCUS has 
introduced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I ask unanimous con-
sent for an additional 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALAZAR. The one thing we 
have always agreed on is that the goal 
of the Medicare Program is to provide 
affordable, high quality health care to 
our Nation’s seniors. The Baucus bill is 
the only option that does that, with 
nearly $4 billion in beneficiary im-
provements. The Baucus bill also ad-
dresses one of the biggest concerns of 
Medicare Advantage, the lack of reli-
able networks for private fee-for-serv-
ice plans. By requiring private fee-for- 
service plans to have a written con-
tract with providers, this bill makes 
sure patients have access to the pro-
viders they are promised, and doctors 
will get paid for the services they pro-
vide. 

For nearly 40 years, patients have re-
lied on Medicare, knowing that they 
would not fall through the cracks. We 
must continue to protect the integrity 
of Medicare’s good name by swiftly ad-
dressing inadequacies. The Baucus bill 
will do just that. 
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Too much is at stake to let this bill 

get stuck in the politics of obstruc-
tionism. For Medicare patients, for 
their doctors, for parents, kids, sol-
diers, and servicemembers’ families, we 
need to get this done before the June 30 
deadline. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-

sent to speak for up to 15 minutes as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRYOR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he 
leaves the floor, let me thank my good 
friend from Colorado, Senator 
SALAZAR, for his kind and gracious 
comments about the Healthy Ameri-
cans Act. He has been a wonderful addi-
tion to the Senate Finance Committee. 
I know we are going to be spending a 
lot of time trying to deal with these 
important challenges in the days 
ahead. I thank him for all his thought-
fulness, both today and on a regular 
basis. 

Every day from coast to coast, mil-
lions of our seniors look at Medicare as 
a lifeline. These are the seniors who 
walk on an economic tightrope, bal-
ancing their fuel bills against their 
food costs and their food costs against 
their prescription costs. They are just 
trying not to fall off the economic 
tightrope. As the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri has pointed out, when 
you look at these skyrocketing gas and 
fuel prices over the last few months, 
that is enough to send seniors trem-
bling about the prospect of being able 
to pay for necessities every month. 

This legislation is a substantial step 
in the right direction of major health 
reform. It is not everything that needs 
to be done. As Senator SALAZAR has 
noted, I and others are working with 
seven Democrats and seven Repub-
licans on what we think is a com-
prehensive overhaul of American 
health care system. But, clearly, this 
legislation moves in the right direc-
tion. I want to touch on three areas— 
the question of physician reimburse-
ment; protections for low-income peo-
ple; and then, finally, marketing prac-
tices—to highlight the fact that this 
legislation, which I hope the Senate is 
going to vote to move along tomorrow, 
clearly makes changes that will be 
helpful for older people today, but also 
will pay dividends for the broader 
course of health reform in the future. 

First, with respect to this question of 
trying to ensure a step forward with re-
spect to physician reimbursement—all 
over this country, we have physicians 
in small practices who are literally 
having trouble keeping the doors open. 
They can have a couple of people in 
their office and spend virtually the 
whole day trying to pry out of insur-
ance companies information from their 
insurance matrix about what they are 
going to pay for various services. Lit-
erally, these physicians are not going 
to be able to keep their doors open if 
Medicare physician payments are cut 
by more than 10 percent. 

So this is not an issue of somehow 
protecting fat-cat doctors or those who 
are affluent in our society. This is a 
question of protecting primary care 
and primary care for the most vulner-
able people in our society. I am of the 
view that if this cut were allowed to go 
forward on July 1, it would be a body 
blow to the older people of this coun-
try, those millions who are walking on 
an economic tightrope. 

I commend Chairman BAUCUS and 
Senator SNOWE and the whole group on 
the Finance Committee who are trying 
to move this forward. I hope we will do 
that tomorrow. 

Second, I believe the protections for 
the low-income older people are an-
other step in the right direction. This 
legislation increases the amount of re-
sources that Medicare beneficiaries can 
have and still qualify for the Medicare 
Savings Program. So what that does is 
it helps older people fill in the gaps in 
their coverage. The provision, also 
with respect to low-income people, 
adds money to boost the State Health 
Insurance Assistance Programs and the 
Area Agencies on Aging that are en-
rolling low-income older people in as-
sistance programs. 

So those are the first two provisions 
that I think make a real difference for 
older people: the expansion with re-
spect to services they would get from 
doctors if the reimbursement goes up, 
particularly in terms of primary care 
services for older people; and, second, 
the additional protections for the low- 
income Medicare beneficiaries. 

But what I wish to highlight this 
afternoon is the additional protection 
in the Baucus-Snowe legislation 
against abusive marketing practices. 

I will tell the Presiding Officer and 
colleagues, when I came to the Con-
gress many years ago, in the days when 
I had a full head of hair and rugged 
good looks, it was pretty common for 
an older person to have a shoe box full 
of health insurance policies, and a lot 
of them were not worth the paper they 
were written on. They would be wast-
ing money on these health insurance 
policies that they ought to be using on 
food and fuel and essentials. 

So in the early 1990s, we got a law 
passed; and we changed that. It was a 
law to reform what was known as the 
Medigap market—the market for poli-
cies sold to supplement Medicare. It 
has worked. It has standardized the 
market. It has been good for old people. 
It has been good for responsible insur-
ance companies. It worked. 

But what happened? After the Medi-
care prescription drug program went 
in, we saw once again some people in 
the private insurance sector—certainly 
not a majority, but some—say: Boy, 
here is another wonderful opportunity 
to make some fast money. We have 
seen some horrendously abusive prac-
tices in this area, particularly through 
a product that is known as Medicare 
private fee-for-service. That has been 
the area where, in effect, you do not 
even have the protections you would 

have in Arkansas, say, if an older per-
son had an HMO, a health maintenance 
organization, plan or another. 

These programs exist outside the 
oversight and the scrutiny we ought to 
have for the protection of older people. 
And sitting next to the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas on the Finance 
Committee, Mrs. LINCOLN, we have 
heard in our committee about these 
abuses on a regular basis. 

I also point out that Chairman KOHL, 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Aging Committee, had some superb 
hearings which pointed out exactly the 
same practices: how you saw older peo-
ple being victimized by cold calling ar-
rangements and door-to-door sales ac-
tivities. These agents would be swoop-
ing in to apartment buildings and sen-
ior living facilities, basically trying to 
get people into events where there 
would be a free meal, or calling it an 
educational program, and all of a sud-
den they would be selling these prod-
ucts that were not worth a whole lot 
more than the paper they were written 
on. 

So, in effect, what we saw in the last 
few years—it is a different product— 
but Medicare Advantage was going the 
same way we saw some of those 
Medigap programs going in the 1980s, 
which we eventually fixed. 

It is important for Senators to note 
when they vote tomorrow on moving 
this Medicare legislation ahead that 
Chairman BAUCUS and Senator SNOWE, 
with the excellent work done by Chair-
man KOHL in the Aging Committee, are 
taking a real step in the right direction 
to protecting seniors from these mar-
keting abuses. 

This bill would require the agents 
and brokers to set the scope of any 
sales appointment when they are set-
ting it up. It would require inclusion of 
the plan type in the particular pro-
gram. What happens now is it is hard 
for people to even figure out what type 
of plan is being discussed because there 
has not been the kind of openness and 
disclosure of those particular provi-
sions. 

There also would have to be training 
for those agents and brokers who are 
selling Medicare Advantage in what 
has come to be known as Part D so 
they would be out in the marketplace 
in a position to answer the questions of 
older people. 

Also—and I thought this was a par-
ticularly important benefit in the Bau-
cus-Snowe legislation—agents and bro-
kers would have to be licensed and ap-
pointed as required by State law. We 
saw this in both the Baucus hearings 
and the Kohl hearings, that the lack of 
that requirement was a serious defi-
ciency in terms of consumer protec-
tion. 

I hope tomorrow the Senate will 
move forward on this Medicare legisla-
tion. I think without the additional as-
sistance, particularly for doctors in the 
primary care field, it will reduce access 
to older people. We need the protec-
tions, the low-income protections I 
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have outlined. And, finally, we need 
the protections for older people in 
terms of ensuring we do not have these 
flagrant, outrageous cases of mar-
keting abuses that take us back to the 
1980s, when a lot of us thought we had 
gotten rid of that kind of fly-by-night 
flimflam rip-off of older people. 

The last point I want to mention—I 
know the distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer has been kind to talk to me about 
this in the past—is I think we need to 
pass this legislation as a foundation for 
the broader health reform effort that is 
going to take place next year. In other 
words, it is going to be pretty hard to 
go on to broader health care reform if 
we see physicians clobbered this year 
and that cutback in reimbursement 
goes into effect. 

If you have physicians cut 10 percent, 
and we lose a lot of physicians in pri-
mary care, it is going to be pretty hard 
next year when we have a new Presi-
dent and bipartisan interest in the Sen-
ate to go on to broader health reform. 

I think we have an opportunity with 
respect to comprehensive health re-
form that we have never had here in 
the Senate. For the first time in the 
history of the Senate, we have 14 Sen-
ators—7 Democrats and 7 Repub-
licans—willing to work in a bipartisan 
way. For the first time, the people who 
keep the budget numbers, the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation, say that the 
numbers add up for comprehensive re-
form, that we can do it in a budget- 
neutral fashion. In fact, they say in the 
third year of an effort it would actu-
ally start generating some surpluses 
for the Federal Government. 

So there is a lot to work with, par-
ticularly when we get Senator KEN-
NEDY back here, and he is going to be 
the champion of our effort. I think we 
can move forward with comprehensive 
reform, and do it in a bipartisan way. 
But to move forward next year with 
comprehensive health reform, we can-
not make mistakes in this session of 
the Senate. 

It would be a huge mistake, for ex-
ample, to let this physician cutback go 
through that is going to harm primary 
care. It would be a huge mistake not to 
have the protections for marketing 
abuses, not to protect the low-income 
older people. 

We can pass this legislation. I hope 
we will do it in a resounding fashion in 
the Senate, starting tomorrow with the 
important procedural vote. 

I close by saying, we ought to do it 
now. We ought to do it at this time be-
cause it will help seniors for the future 
but also because I think it will lay an 
important foundation for bipartisan 
health reform in the next year of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I rise to 

talk about the squeeze on the family 
budget that is being imposed by a com-
bination of circumstances that, frank-
ly, cry out for some relief. 

As shown on this chart, this is how 
long it takes the average American 
family to work each year to pay their 
taxes: 74 days each year to pay their 
Federal taxes. Then you add State and 
local taxes on top of that. As you can 
see, that is a good part of the year, 
about a third of the year, people have 
to work to pay their taxes, before they 
can begin to pay any of the rest of 
their bills. 

Then it takes 60 days out of the year 
to pay for their housing; 50 days out of 
the year to pay for their health insur-
ance; 35 days out of the year to pay for 
their food; and 29 days out of the year 
to pay for transportation. 

Now, this chart was prepared from a 
special report by the Tax Foundation, 
dated April 2008, having to do with Tax 
Freedom Day. That was the date they 
designated when you do not have to 
pay Uncle Sam or State and local taxes 
anymore, you are actually working for 
yourself. That is what we call Tax 
Freedom Day. But I daresay that this 
chart would have to be updated when it 
comes to the cost of food and the cost 
of transportation. That is what I wish 
to concentrate on with my remaining 
few minutes here. 

Those related to the rising costs of 
energy—I have mentioned on the floor 
before being at the Houston Food Bank 
2 days ago, where I learned that the 
cost of food is being dramatically in-
creased as a result of the cost of energy 
that it takes to produce it by our farm-
ers. Of course, that is being passed 
along to consumers, making it harder 
and harder on the most vulnerable 
among us, particularly seniors, people 
on fixed incomes, to pay for their food 
costs. Then, of course, you add on top 
of that the rising costs of gasoline and 
fuel, and it presents a real human cri-
sis in many instances. 

Many folks have said: Well, there is 
not much we can do about it—the cost 
of gasoline. They had said that when 
gasoline was at $2.33 a gallon. Actually, 
Speaker PELOSI, back before she be-
came Speaker of the House, said if 
elected Speaker, the Democrats would 
present a commonsense plan to bring 
down the price of gasoline at the pump. 
That was the good old days. That was 
back when gasoline was only $2.33 a 
gallon. Now it is $4.05 a gallon, and we 
are still waiting—I would say with 
bated breath—for that commonsense 
solution which has yet to come. 

But in the absence of a commonsense 
solution being offered by Speaker 
PELOSI, we have offered a solution that 
deals with the simple fact that when 
you have increasing worldwide demand 
for the same commodity, that one of 
the ways you can bring down the price 
is to increase supply. When you talk 
about the ways we can increase the 
supply of gasoline, well, you nec-
essarily have to talk about increasing 
the supply of oil. Then you get into the 
issue of how much of the oil we depend 
on to make into gasoline in our refin-
eries is imported. Well, that figure now 
is about 60 percent of all of the oil we 

consume and the various petroleum-re-
lated products are produced abroad and 
shipped into the United States. 

But we are in an ironic situation of 
where our dependency on imported oil 
is a consequence of our own failed poli-
cies here in the Congress because since 
1982 Congress has imposed a morato-
rium on the development of America’s 
natural resources right here at home, 
whether they be on the western lands, 
the oil shale, the Outer Continental 
Shelf surrounding our country, or 
places such as the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge. Congress has placed 
those out of bounds. We are the only 
country in the world that has placed 
our own natural resources out of 
bounds and refused to develop those 
while we have increased our depend-
ence on imported energy from dan-
gerous enemies of the United States— 
countries such as Iran and Venezuela, 
which professes to be our enemy in 
South America. 

What is ironic is the fact that years 
ago, the United States and Cuba agreed 
to draw an imaginary line between our 
two countries and said Cuba had con-
trol of the submerged lands on the 
other side of that line leading up to 
Cuba and the United States had control 
of the 45 miles or so that represented 
American territory. But do you know 
who is developing the oil and gas that 
is 50 miles off our southern shore of 
Florida? Well, Cuba has production 
agreements with Brazil, Venezuela, 
Spain, China, Vietnam, India, Malay-
sia, Canada, and Norway. That is right. 
While we refuse, as a result of a Fed-
eral moratorium on development on 
the Outer Continental Shelf, to allow 
Americans to produce American en-
ergy, the Chinese and others are drill-
ing and producing oil 50 miles off our 
shore in the area owned by Cuba. It is 
ironic indeed that we would prohibit 
Americans from producing American 
energy on American land so that we 
could remain increasingly dependent 
on foreign oil. I think it is a terrible 
mistake. 

Congress, looking around for a scape-
goat as to who has caused these high 
prices, I would suggest needs to look in 
the mirror. We need to reassess and 
correct that mistake by making this 
natural resource available for produc-
tion. 

Some have come up with what I con-
sider to be misguided solutions that do 
nothing to produce additional supply of 
oil and gas. As a matter of fact, they 
try something we tried back in the 
1980s, for example; that is, raise taxes 
on oil producers here in America. We 
found out in the 1980s, according to the 
Congressional Research Service, that it 
actually reduced domestic oil produc-
tion by 6 percent. 

Some may ask: Well, how is that pos-
sible? The fact is that 80 percent of the 
world’s oil reserves are owned by na-
tional oil companies of foreign govern-
ments. Let me say that again. Eighty 
percent of the oil reserves in the world 
are owned by oil companies that are 
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owned by foreign governments, and 
only 6 percent, 6 percent of the world’s 
oil reserves are owned by stockholder- 
owned companies; in other words, the 
private sector—the ExxonMobils, the 
Chevrons, the Conoco-Phillips, and the 
like. Six percent owned by those pri-
vately owned or stockholder-owned 
companies, 80 percent owned by na-
tions such as Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, 
Kuwait, and others, just to name a few. 

So the irony of ironies again would 
be not only to not allow us to develop 
our own natural resources but actually 
to tax the privately owned or share-
holder-owned oil companies that con-
trol 6 percent of the world’s resources 
while not touching the 80 percent 
owned by foreign countries because, of 
course, we can’t impose a tax on their 
production here in America. We can 
only impose a tax on our own compa-
nies here in the United States. When 
we did that before, we decreased do-
mestic production. We should have 
learned from that mistake, but sadly, 
as a philosopher once said, ‘‘Those who 
refuse to learn from history are con-
demned to repeat it.’’ 

This is almost like Groundhog Day 
here in the Senate where we continue 
to encounter the same failed solu-
tions—or I should say ‘‘nonsolutions’’— 
to the same problems and refuse to 
look at the most obvious solution star-
ing us in the face; that is, to open more 
of America’s natural resources. 

Now, earlier on the floor, the distin-
guished Democratic whip, Senator 
DURBIN, talked about emergency situa-
tions and talked about price caps in an 
emergency and said we are in an emer-
gency, implying that we should some-
how—Congress should dictate price 
controls on gas. But I would suggest to 
the distinguished Senator that if we 
have an emergency situation—and I 
agree, we have something that pro-
foundly affects our national security 
and our economic security and has a 
dramatic impact on food prices and on 
the average American family. We do 
have an emergency, and we ought to 
reassess our decision to block explo-
ration and production in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, in the Outer 
Continental Shelf, in the shale oil in 
the western Federal lands and else-
where which, by some estimates, could 
produce as many as 3 million addi-
tional barrels of oil each day. Now, 
that is not a panacea, but it is a lot of 
help in the near term. 

As we develop those natural re-
sources, of course, that means we de-
pend that much less on imported oil. It 
creates jobs here in America at a time 
when our economy is softening and un-
employment rates are going up, and it 
would help us be less dependent on 
some of the folks who wish us harm in 
this world. To me, it constitutes the 
kind of emergency Senator DURBIN was 
talking about earlier, that we ought 
to—if you won’t do it when gasoline is 
$2.33 a gallon, will you do it when gaso-
line is $4.05 as it is today? If you won’t 
do it when gasoline is $4.05 a gallon, 

will you do it when it is $5 a gallon or 
$8 or how about $10 a gallon? At some 
point, there has to be a tipping point at 
which the Congress—and especially the 
Senate—will wake up and look in the 
mirror and say: You know what, we 
need to reassess this. We need to take 
action on behalf of the hard-working 
American family to make sure they 
don’t continue to find themselves 
pinched not only by a rising tax bur-
den, the cost of housing, the cost of 
health care, but rising food costs and 
rising transportation costs. 

I have to say I was shocked when I 
saw an interview recently of Senator 
OBAMA, our colleague from Illinois. He 
was interviewed by CNBC’s John Har-
wood, who asked him the question: 
Could these high prices help us? Sen-
ator OBAMA said: I think I would have 
preferred a gradual adjustment. 

Well, I am not sure exactly what he 
means by that. Certainly, we haven’t 
had a gradual adjustment; we have had 
a radical adjustment upward. 

All we have had, frankly, from our 
friends on the other side of the aisle is 
a refusal to act in a responsible way to 
open America’s energy resources while 
they offer what I have to say are mis-
guided nonsolutions which produce no 
additional energy, things such as rais-
ing taxes on oil companies, which we 
know will only be put on America’s pri-
vately owned companies and can’t be 
placed on nationally owned oil compa-
nies in places such as Venezuela and 
Iran but also have had the dem-
onstrated experience of actually reduc-
ing domestic production rather than 
increasing it. Hasn’t our experience al-
ways been that when you increase the 
cost—especially increase taxes—on the 
producer, eventually that is going to be 
passed down to the ultimate consumer? 
So what it would do is have the effect 
of decreasing production, increasing 
dependence on imported oil, and rais-
ing the price of gasoline ultimately for 
the consumer at a time when we ought 
to be giving the consumer relief from 
these high prices if we can, and I be-
lieve we can by increasing supply. 

So I hope our colleagues will recon-
sider their position because, frankly, I 
think the only thing standing between 
lower gasoline prices and the American 
people is the Congress. 

On our side of the aisle, we have of-
fered what we believe to be a common-
sense solution that would increase sup-
ply, so we can hopefully add to the sup-
ply, with rising demand by countries 
around the world, in a way that will 
allow us to at least provide some relief 
to the American consumer as we tran-
sition ourselves to new alternative 
sources of energy that are not going to 
be immediately able to fill that role 
currently played by oil. 

We know we are going to have to con-
tinue to depend on oil and gas for the 
near term, but as we transition our-
selves into a clean energy future by in-
creasing the use of nuclear power to 
generate electricity; as good, old-fash-
ioned American ingenuity creates 

things such as plug-in hybrid cars that 
operate on batteries we can charge 
overnight and drive in many parts of 
the country in a way that will provide 
an alternative to internal combustion 
engines but which will also help us deal 
with environmental concerns as well; 
as we are on this bridge to a clean en-
ergy independence, we need to take ad-
vantage of the natural resources God 
has given us. 

This is one of the things that has 
made our country so prosperous—the 
vast natural resources we have. But 
only the Congress is so mistaken as to 
impose a moratorium on the develop-
ment and production of those natural 
resources, and it is hurting hard-work-
ing American families and the Amer-
ican consumer. We need to do some-
thing about it. I hope we do on a bipar-
tisan basis soon. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah is recognized. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I wish to 

make a few remarks regarding the re-
cent actions by the Democratic leader-
ship in Congress with regard to oil 
prices. 

I have no problem with Democrats 
calling in the oil company executives 
to make sure they aren’t violating 
antitrust laws. I am convinced oil spec-
ulation contributes too much to the 
price of oil and we need to take a seri-
ous look at that, but focusing on those 
concerns alone is no substitute for a re-
alistic energy policy. 

There are a number of environmental 
groups who just plain oppose oil pro-
duction. What is worrisome is that it 
seems Democrats controlling Congress 
have adopted the anti-oil agenda of the 
environmental movement as an outlet 
of their own energy policy. 

So far, I have heard proposals to tax 
successful energy production, to inves-
tigate the oil futures markets, to ban 
Canadian oil imports in favor of oil 
from Venezuela, Russia, and the Middle 
East, and to call for delay after delay 
in the commercial production of oil 
shale. At times, it almost appears that 
the anti-oil agenda is the only element 
of the Democratic energy policy. Their 
policies would not produce one drop of 
oil. This so-called Energy bill they 
have will not produce one drop of oil. 
In fact, they would definitely have the 
opposite effect—their bills. 

Is it so hard to see that less oil 
means higher prices and economic 
harm and more oil means lower prices 
and economic benefits? I am not sure 
the Democratic leadership in Congress 
really understands this. They seem to 
be completely immune to the facts 
when it comes to energy policy. 

They especially don’t seem to under-
stand that the price of oil is set by a 
global market. Unlike electricity, 
which is handled regionally in the 
United States, oil prices are set glob-
ally. About 75 percent of the price of 
gasoline is set by the global price for 
crude oil before it is even refined. U.S. 
taxes make up another 13 percent of 
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the cost of a gallon of gas. So that ex-
plains 88 percent of the cost of the gas-
oline. All the refining, distribution, 
and marketing of the oil has to be 
made up in the remaining 12 percent of 
the cost of gasoline. 

Some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle would be surprised to 
learn that the Federal Government al-
ready makes more on gasoline taxes 
than the oil companies do in profits. 
That is fine with me, except I think 
people would be astounded to find that 
actually happened. That is right. I 
hope our taxpayers remember that 
when we point to oil company profits. 
The Government is already raking in 
more money from oil than the oil com-
panies are getting. 

Yet our Government does not explore 
for oil. It does not produce one drop of 
oil. It does not refine one drop of oil. It 
does not build 1 foot of oil pipeline. Yet 
some of my colleagues want even more 
money from the oil company portfolio 
and profits. 

This is where the taxpayers should be 
paying very close attention. If our tax-
payers are smart—and I believe they 
are, although they are not getting the 
facts—their hands will be reaching to 
protect their wallets because guess who 
is paying all this money to the Govern-
ment in the form of taxes on oil compa-
nies. That is right; it is our taxpayers. 
It is our consumers. It is Joe Smith 
going to the gas station. It is a pretty 
nasty game to tell our citizens we are 
taking profits from big, bad rich oil 
companies and then forget to tell the 
taxpayers they will be the ones who ul-
timately will bear just about every 
cent of any new taxes. 

Let’s talk about these big, bad Amer-
ican oil companies for a minute. I won-
der if the Democratic leadership in 
Congress is aware that 80 percent of 
the world’s oil reserves are owned and 
controlled by foreign government-run 
corporations. If you put all the big, bad 
American oil companies together, they 
only control about 6 percent of the 
world’s oil. That is a fact. They cannot 
rebut that fact. 

We send more than $600 billion—now 
approaching $700 billion—each year to 
countries that are a lot smarter about 
energy than we are because they are 
willing to explore and develop their 
own resources, and we are not. 

We have the Chinese coming within a 
few miles of our shore and taking our 
oil because they are willing to explore 
for it and reap the benefits of it—and 
right off our shores. We are not per-
mitted to do that. What kind of energy 
policy is that? Think about it. That is 
$600 billion to $700 billion each year 
that we will never get back. But my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
don’t seem to have a problem with 
that. 

Here we are, one of the biggest en-
ergy consumers on Earth, and we send 
out our small-fry oil companies—with 
only 6 percent of the world’s oil—into 
the world to compete with these giant 
national corporations and conglom-

erates in other countries in a global 
market controlled by nations that 
aren’t necessarily our friends. 

Then we want to stop U.S. companies 
from developing all the good oil re-
sources available in this country. We 
try to take away their profits, drag 
them in front of congressional hear-
ings, and blame them whenever the 
global price goes up. 

I hate to tell you, but Government is 
one of the biggest reasons why the 
price of oil is so high right now—our 
Government. 

So far, we don’t have actual oil 
shortages in the world, but we have a 
very low level of spare capacity. That 
has done a lot to raise speculation on 
the futures market. A lack of spare ca-
pacity means any serious disruption in 
the world can lead to real shortages, 
and the futures markets reflect that 
fear. Holding hearings on the futures 
market isn’t going to make those fears 
go away, and it is not going to produce 
one drop of oil to help us or bring down 
the price for our consumers or help Joe 
Smith or Joe Jones to be able to afford 
gas for their cars. 

Investors need to know we are find-
ing a new barrel of oil for every barrel 
we sell. But that is not what they are 
seeing. At the same time, they are see-
ing that ethanol has major limits as a 
replacement fuel. Ninety-seven percent 
of transportation fuel is oil. Ethanol is 
the only real alternative, and it makes 
up less than 3 percent, as far as liquid 
fuel goes. I am opposed to mandates for 
ethanol, but I have been one of the 
Senate’s leading supporters of incen-
tives for ethanol and other alternative 
transportation fuels. I am the author 
of the CLEAR Act, which provides eco-
nomic stimulation to develop hybrid 
cars, and the author of the Freedom 
Act, which also leads to economic in-
centives for plug-in hybrids and other 
forms of high-mileage vehicles. 

I am one of the Senate’s leading sup-
porters for ethanol and other transpor-
tation fuels. While other folks are just 
blowing off about it, we have actually 
put language in law that increased the 
ability to do these fuels. But even at 
that, it is only 3 percent of what we 
need in this country. 

I am also a realist about the fact 
that there is no way ethanol can put a 
major dent in our need for fossil fuels. 
So far, it is the only major alternative 
fuel on which we can currently count. 

That may be a fact that liberals and 
environmentalists wish to ignore, but 
it is a fact. They can talk all they want 
about wind, solar, and geothermal, but 
last time I checked, planes, trucks, and 
ships don’t run on electricity; they run 
on fossil fuels and so do our cars. 

We should be grateful that Canada 
has now become our largest supplier of 
energy. They are a friendly, stable 
partner on whom we can rely. They are 
our friends, and they are producing 
more and more oil from oil sands every 
day. Canada now holds more oil re-
serves than every country in the world, 
except Saudi Arabia. They are pumping 

1.3 million barrels a day down to us, 
and what do the liberals in Congress 
want to do? They pass a law barring 
the Federal Government from pur-
chasing from the oil sands in Canada. 
They say it is because oil sands have a 
big greenhouse gas footprint, but what 
they forget to say is, shipping fuel all 
the way from the Middle East also has 
a big greenhouse gas footprint—and 
probably more. But liberals would 
rather be dependent on the Saudis and 
the Russians and Venezuela than of-
fend environmental groups. 

Here in the States, we have as much 
oil in oil shale in Utah, Colorado, and 
Wyoming than the rest of the world 
combined. We have a Federal law that 
layers on every available environ-
mental protection but also would allow 
companies to develop this resource 
that is 10 times richer in oil than a 
normal oil well. 

So what do the liberals do? They put 
a 1-year moratorium on the release of 
commercial leasing regulations. Some 
on the other side say they don’t want it 
to happen too fast. I do. I sure would 
like to be able to bring these prices 
down. This would bring them down. 

I congratulate the liberals because 
the existing law, which I sponsored, 
makes it abundantly clear that each 
Governor gets to decide how quickly 
development should move forward in 
their respective States, and they know 
that. The Democrats know that. If a 
Governor doesn’t want to move forward 
on oil shale, that Governor can say no. 

What they are doing is making sure 
the Governor of Utah or Wyoming 
never gets a chance to make that deci-
sion. So now we have companies that 
have spent tens of millions of dollars in 
good faith, and they are just plain get-
ting shut down by what I consider a ne-
anderthal approach to energy in the 
Senate—and in the House of Represent-
atives; let’s not leave them out. They 
are even worse than we are, in some 
ways. I am talking about the liberals. 

How are they supposed to go out— 
these companies—and attract inves-
tors, when Congress is acting to stop 
regulations for commercial leases so 
they can do some of these things? 

Environmental elitists tend to point 
to concerns about water usage, land 
usage, wildlife habitat, and air qual-
ity—all very valid concerns. So let’s 
have a look at them. 

Corn needs about 780 barrels of water 
for a barrel of ethanol, and more than 
1,000 barrels for the equivalent of a bar-
rel of oil. Then it needs another three 
barrels to turn the corn into liquid 
fuel. That is a crazy amount of water, 
but it works out all right so far be-
cause it is grown in rainy areas. But if 
we want to increase the amount of eth-
anol available, we are going to have to 
move toward irrigation, and then there 
will be major limits to how much we 
can afford to grow. 

On the other hand, to mine, process, 
upgrade, and do land restoration, DOE 
estimates that oil shale will require a 
total of three barrels of water for every 
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barrel of oil. In terms of water, oil 
shale is hundreds of times better for 
the environment. 

Let’s talk about land use and wildlife 
habitat. 

One acre of corn produces 7 to 10 bar-
rels of ethanol, or the equivalent of 5 
to 7 barrels of oil. 

One acre of oil shale produces 100,000 
barrels to 1 million barrels of oil. No-
body disputes that, that I know. I will 
repeat that. I hope those concerned 
about land use and wildlife habitat are 
listening carefully. One acre of corn 
produces 7 to 10 barrels of ethanol, or 
the equivalent of 5 to 7 barrels of oil. 
One acre of oil shale produces 100,000 
barrels to 1 million barrels of oil. In 
terms of land use, oil shale is at least 
20,000 times better for the environment 
than ethanol. I am for ethanol, don’t 
get me wrong, but think of those facts. 

A couple months ago, an article came 
out how the city of Aspen in Colorado 
has been besieged with building appli-
cations, equating to about $2 million 
worth of development a day. If we 
could stem the growth a little in Aspen 
and save, let’s say, a hundred acres of 
those beautiful forests from all that de-
velopment, and instead allow develop-
ment of 100 acres of much less desirable 
land where the oil shale in Colorado is, 
we could produce up to 100 million bar-
rels of oil with no net loss of habitat. 
Ironically, the local governments in 
Colorado’s oil shale areas support oil 
shale development, but the liberals in 
the State are stopping the regulations 
that would allow it. 

Some critics of oil shale and tar 
sands production have raised air qual-
ity concerns. Let’s be clear; there is no 
aspect of oil shale development that 
would exempt industry from any Fed-
eral or State air quality laws or regula-
tions. In fact, these industry members 
plan to comply and even exceed air 
quality requirements. These companies 
also express a readiness to address cli-
mate change questions on the same 
schedule that other industries may be 
required to control carbon emissions. 

One Utah company is now building a 
pilot plant to demonstrate their ability 
to produce upgraded syncrude from oil 
shale with little or no carbon emis-
sions. 

The poorest Americans spend about 
50 percent of their income on energy, 
and not enough is being said about 
that. The sad thing is that the poor 
look to the liberals to make national 
policies for them, but in this case, they 
are being sold out. 

It is clear the environmentalists have 
an anti-oil agenda. The question for 
this Congress is whether we can afford 
to adopt that agenda as part of a na-
tional energy policy. We should be pro-
moting all forms of alternative fuels, 
and I am for that. But the fact is that 
when it comes to transportation fuel, 
which is where our crisis is, we are de-
pendent on oil, and there is no com-
bination of alternatives that can 
change that right now. It would be nice 
to pretend we are not dependent on oil, 

that we can skip immediately to some 
yet-to-be identified alternative, 30 
years down the line. But we can’t. 
Truckers and farmers need diesel 
today. Moms need to get to soccer and 
ballet practice tonight. Americans 
want to visit national parks this sum-
mer. The sooner we understand this, 
the sooner we can address the energy 
crisis we are facing today. 

This is pathetic. We have it within 
our means to develop our own oil to 
solve our own problems, to bring these 
prices down, to be independent, to do 
the things that keep America strong, 
to keep our environment and economy 
strong, and to do it in an environ-
mentally friendly way that is already 
on the books. Yet when you look at the 
energy program the Democrats brought 
up on the floor, it doesn’t produce one 
drop of this oil that is so critical to all 
these needs. Yet we have it within our 
power to solve these problems. I hope 
we wake up around here and get rid of 
the doggone partisanship and do what 
we have to do to provide for the energy 
needs of this country. We can no longer 
afford to let the whacko, extreme envi-
ronmentalists—who are in the game for 
politics, rather than to help the Amer-
ican people—control this country the 
way they do. I think it is time for our 
friends on both sides of the aisle to 
stand and say enough is enough. Let’s 
become energy independent and energy 
secure. 

I thank my colleague from Rhode Is-
land for allowing me this extra time. I 
did not have anything to do with what 
happened this morning, nor did I know 
it was going to happen. Let me say 
that my colleague has always been gra-
cious and kind to me. I have a great ad-
miration for him. I am sorry I took the 
extra 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
have no objection whatsoever to stand-
ing on the Senate floor listening to the 
Senator from Utah speak. He is an 
enormously distinguished attorney and 
has been a great leader of his State and 
the Senate for a long time. 

I understand very well the unfortu-
nate circumstance this morning was 
not expected by him, was not partici-
pated in by him. I think it has put him 
in an embarrassing position. I regret 
that, but I know he had nothing to do 
with it. I have highest regard for him. 

I think it also put the very distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania, 
the ranking member of the Judiciary 
Committee, in an even more difficult 
and embarrassing situation because the 
individual witnesses who were before 
us when our hearing was interrupted 
and cut off were Pennsylvanians, peo-
ple from the ranking member’s home 
State. I am sure if Ranking Member 
SPECTER had any idea this was going to 
happen, he would have taken energetic 
measures to make sure individual wit-
nesses who suffered grievous injury and 
had come a long way to Washington to 
testify would not have had their hear-

ing cut off by parliamentary maneu-
vers by his leadership. 

I have the highest regard for both 
those Senators. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Of course. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 

grateful to the Senator for his re-
marks. I felt particularly bad because I 
went 4 or 5 minutes over on my ques-
tioning, with his agreement, and then 
he got cut off on his questions. I want-
ed the Senator to know that. I appre-
ciate his remarks. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
the goodwill of the Senator from Utah 
is appreciated. 

MEDICARE 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

wish to speak about the Medicare bill 
before us. One of the strongest obliga-
tions we have in this body is to uphold 
America’s promise to care for those 
who have worked hard throughout 
their lives, who have raised their fami-
lies, and who have helped make this 
Nation great: our seniors. 

President Johnson created Medicare 
as part of that promise to give seniors 
all across this country the peace of 
mind they would have the health care 
they need as they grow older. Today, 
we take up legislation that would 
make this critically important pro-
gram stronger by ensuring doctors in 
Rhode Island and across this country 
are compensated, as they should be, for 
the care they provide. 

The approaching June 30 deadline for 
resolving this issue certainly makes 
this legislation particularly urgent. 
But we all know that there is a far 
more ominous deadline looming over 
us in health care, and that is when the 
Medicare trust fund will become insol-
vent in 2019. As Chairman CONRAD of 
the Budget Committee so often says, 
there is a tsunami of costs bearing 
down on us. We are now facing a 75- 
year shortfall in Medicare of $33.9 tril-
lion. It is my belief that we as Senators 
have a fundamental obligation to begin 
to take steps now that will lower these 
looming overwhelming costs. If we fail 
to act now, we will be left with only 
the cold, harmful, and, frankly, cruel 
fiscal options of raising taxes, reducing 
benefits and eligibility, or cutting fur-
ther provider payments. What a sad 
day that would be, especially since it is 
completely avoidable. 

This afternoon, I commend Senators 
BAUCUS, ROCKEFELLER, SNOWE, and 
SMITH for offering a bill that not only 
addresses the looming cut in Medicare 
reimbursements to physicians, but 
takes a broader look at the problems in 
our Medicare system and in the health 
care system generally. 

This bill includes a number of re-
forms that begin to address the flaws 
in our broken health care system and 
lead us down a path of more efficient, 
effective care for seniors today and 
into the future. 

As my colleagues know, I am an en-
thusiastic supporter of the limitless 
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potential of health information tech-
nology to support a transformation of 
our health care system. For many pro-
viders, e-prescribing, electronic pre-
scribing of pharmaceuticals, is the 
gateway technology to larger health 
information technology adoption be-
cause the startup investment is rel-
atively low and the benefits are quite 
high. E-prescribing is expected to 
eliminate over 2 million adverse drug 
events on Americans per year, to avoid 
190,000 hospital admissions, and 1.3 mil-
lion outpatient visits annually, and to 
produce an estimated yearly savings of 
$44 billion. 

To quote Department of Health and 
Human Services Secretary Leavitt: 

The benefits [of electronic prescribing] are 
unchallengeable. E-prescribing is not only 
more efficient and convenient for consumers, 
but widespread use would eliminate thou-
sands of medication errors every year. . . . 
E-prescribing needs faster implementation. 
We have been through all the public proc-
esses necessary to develop standards. The 
technology is readily available and widely 
distributed. Electronic prescribing will en-
hance the safety and convenience for pa-
tients. 

This bill provides important incen-
tives for practitioners who choose to e- 
prescribe, and it eventually requires all 
doctors to e-prescribe. This is a vital 
step forward for health care in this 
country and a farsighted component of 
this legislation. I thank Senator KERRY 
for crafting this important language, 
but also all the Senators on the other 
side of the aisle who have supported e- 
prescribing in Medicare, including Sen-
ators ALEXANDER, COLEMAN, CORKER, 
CORNYN, ENSIGN, GRASSLEY, MARTINEZ, 
SNOWE, and SUNUNU. The need to pro-
mote health information technology is 
a truly bipartisan issue, and I am de-
lighted to see it included in this impor-
tant bill. 

The measure before us also makes 
important reforms for private fee-for- 
service Medicare. In light of this fiscal 
health care tsunami coming down on 
us, I am deeply concerned that private 
fee-for-service Medicare Advantage 
plans cost roughly 119 percent of the 
cost of covering the same individual in 
traditional fee-for-service Medicare. 
This is a program that was sold to Con-
gress as more efficient, a cost-cutting 
alternative to traditional Medicare. 

History has proven those assertions 
to have been false, and now we should 
learn from that mistake. It has added 
about $1,000 in costs for each bene-
ficiary in a private plan. Medicare Ad-
vantage will cost the Federal Govern-
ment $54 billion over the next 5 years 
and $149 billion over the next 10 years, 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office. These excess costs have caused 
a rise in Part B premiums for those 
seniors enrolled in traditional Medi-
care of $2 per month. These excess 
costs will cause the Medicare hospital 
insurance trust fund to become insol-
vent 2 years earlier than otherwise ex-
pected. 

I understand some Medicare Advan-
tage plans offer benefits that are not 

covered in fee-for-service Medicare. Un-
like traditional Medicare, Medicare 
Advantage plans can strategically at-
tract healthier seniors by offering bet-
ter coverage for low-cost care and 
worse coverage for intensive services. 
Groups, including the Medicare Rights 
Center, the Commonwealth Fund, the 
Kaiser Family Foundation, and 
MedPAC, have determined that private 
plan beneficiaries either pay more or 
receive fewer services for hospital and 
home care than do seniors in tradi-
tional Medicare. 

Medicare Advantage, and particu-
larly fee-for-service Medicare Advan-
tage, costs this system money it sim-
ply does not have. Seniors deserve bet-
ter, and this bill does better for them. 

Seniors also deserve better when it 
comes to their Medicare Part D plans. 
Some of the very saddest stories that 
Rhode Islanders share with me as I 
host community dinners around my 
State concern their experiences with 
the Part D prescription drug program. 

An example is a young man named 
Travis who came to one of my commu-
nity dinners in Woonsocket, RI. Travis 
told me of his 90-year-old great-grand-
mother who is living independently in 
a walkup apartment building in 
Woonsocket. She signed up for her Part 
D plan and was taking a number of pre-
scription medications. One day she ar-
rived at her pharmacy, went to the 
pharmacy window, only to be told that 
she had no coverage. She had fallen in 
what we preposterously call the dough-
nut hole, a massive gap in the cov-
erage, a trap for seniors. She was 
turned away from the window because 
she had not brought the money to pay 
for her prescriptions. She didn’t have 
it. She went home and called her great- 
grandson Travis in tears. She would no 
longer be able to afford her apartment 
or the independence she had main-
tained for 90 years. 

No American should be forced to 
choose between their dignity and their 
health, and it is a tragedy when this is 
an unnecessary choice. 

The Congressional Budget Office con-
cludes that privatizing that drug ben-
efit instead of simply adding the drug 
program to the established Medicare 
benefit costs almost $5 billion a year. 
The Center for Economic and Policy 
Research reveals that the combined 
cost of privatization and failure to ne-
gotiate prices is more than $30 million 
a year. 

Mr. President, I cannot look Travis 
in the eye and tell him the reason his 
great-grandmother cannot afford her 
independence any longer is because the 
Government needed to take the side of 
the pharmaceutical industry in this 
contest. In 2004, the pharmaceutical in-
dustry was three times more profitable 
than the median for all Fortune 500 
companies, and from 1995 to 2002, it was 
the most profitable industry in the en-
tire country. 

Since the passage of the Medicare 
Modernization Act, companies have en-
gaged in outrageous, egregious mar-

keting practices. This legislation pro-
hibits door-to-door sales, cold calling, 
and free meals. It puts limits on co-
branding, gifts and commissions and 
other hard-sell practices of both Part D 
and Medicare Advantage plans. 

Our Nation’s elderly have given much 
to this country as parents, as grand-
parents, as teachers, as soldiers, as 
mentors, and as patriotic American 
citizens. They deserve respect, they de-
serve protection, and this bill affords 
them both. 

I close by saying the bill also recog-
nizes that mental health coverage 
should be on par with any other illness 
seniors face, reducing the copayment 
from the current staggering rate of 50 
percent to a 20-percent copay by 2014. 
Senior citizens commit suicide at a 
higher rate than any other age group. 
Mental health services are critically 
important for our elderly population. I 
am proud to support changes to mental 
health coverage in Medicare. I particu-
larly wish to acknowledge the leader-
ship of my colleague in the Rhode Is-
land delegation, Representative PAT-
RICK KENNEDY, who has been such a 
leader on mental health parity. He is 
the chief sponsor of that legislation in 
the House, and I look forward to larger 
reforms in the area of mental health 
parity with Congressman KENNEDY at 
the helm. 

In closing, I thank Senator BAUCUS 
and particularly his staff for their tire-
less work in putting this measure to-
gether. I look forward to working with 
him and this entire body to pass this 
bill and then to work to enact future 
health care reforms to bring our sys-
tem under control. 

I appreciate the courtesy of Senator 
ROBERTS. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about energy prices, as 
have many of my colleagues, and their 
impact on my constituents and, for 
that matter, the constituents of all of 
us nationwide. 

Over the last 2 weeks, the leadership 
of this body has decided to bring two 
bills to the floor that would have tre-
mendous effects on the pocketbooks of 
the American people. Unfortunately, 
after you take a hard look at these 
bills, you find out that neither bill 
would really reduce the price of energy. 
In fact, both would increase prices. But 
I want to take time to highlight the 
impacts of the climate change legisla-
tion, albeit somewhat late in the de-
bate, and to make a few commonsense 
points or observations. 

At a time when Americans are suf-
fering from high fuel prices and high 
energy costs, and when fertilizer prices 
have increased by their largest amount 
in the history of fertilizer prices, it is 
not in America’s best interest for the 
Senate to compound the problem. But 
that is precisely what the climate 
change bill would do. By capping the 
amounts of carbon emitted by coal- 
fired plants and natural gas processing 
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facilities and energy-intensive manu-
facturing facilities, this legislation is 
flawed. It passes the costs of meeting 
these requirements down to the con-
sumer. 

Kansans will be particularly hard hit. 
Experts at the American Council for 
Capital Formation—again, the Amer-
ican Council for Capital Formation, 
and I urge all of my colleagues to pay 
attention to this organization—State 
by State they can tell you what will 
happen. They predict that Kansas will 
lose 36,900 jobs over about a decade or 
two, and that is equal to 2.5 percent of 
the total workforce, if we enact this 
bill. 

Kansans would also lose $7,283 in dis-
posable income each year because of 
this legislation. You say how? Cer-
tainly higher utility rates, higher gas 
prices, and all manufacturing and farm 
equipment costs due to the increase of 
the cost of inputs. A combine now out 
in western Kansas, if you go to the 
dealer, will cost you, if you have the 
top rate combine, $350,000. Goodness 
knows what it would cost after this bill 
was passed and on down the road. 

Anyone filling up with gasoline in 
the State of Kansas can expect to pay 
140 percent more for each gallon of gas. 
Yesterday the lowest rate in the State 
was Emporia, KS, home of William 
Allen White and the Emporia Gazette, 
very famous in Kansas history. In Em-
poria it was $3.70 per gallon. This bill 
would raise that to $5.18. This doesn’t 
make any sense. Let me repeat that. It 
would raise the cost of gas for Kansans 
by 140 percent. 

We have had a $1.71 increase in the 
average price of gas since the majority 
took over in the Congress. My good-
ness, we don’t need to be going over $5. 
I know there was a lot of rhetoric at 
that time that we were going to fix 
that, hopefully in a bipartisan way, but 
obviously that has not occurred. 

Heating and cooling an apartment, a 
home, or an office building will cost 153 
percent more in Kansas. Lawrence, KS, 
has some of the lowest electricity rates 
in America. However, the average 
household spending $200 on electric 
bills for the month will now pay $306— 
$306. 

This proposed legislation will have a 
particularly unfair impact on Amer-
ica’s heartland. Under this legislation, 
the Great Plains, the Midwest, and 
southern States pay more compared to 
those living on the west coast or in the 
Northeast. I am sure that is true in Ar-
kansas, the State the distinguished 
Presiding Officer represents so well in 
this body. 

It should also be noted that the Great 
Plains, the Midwest, and the South are 
home to some of the most fertile and 
highest producing areas of cash crops 
in the world. 

Now, why would I mention that? This 
is the land that grows the crops nec-
essary to feed not only the United 
States and the American consumer but 
a troubled and hungry world. As a mat-
ter of fact, our producers back in Kan-

sas are servicing their combines now, 
as I speak, and getting ready to begin 
wheat harvest, to fertilize their corn 
crop and meet with their bankers to 
discuss how on Earth they can pay for 
it, and how much money is needed to 
purchase fertilizer and seed for next 
year’s crop. 

Our Nation enjoys but unfortunately 
does not appreciate—if you pay much 
attention to the national media—the 
modern-day miracle known as U.S. ag-
riculture, or maybe we should call it 
production agriculture. This modern 
miracle provides the cheapest and the 
highest quality food supply in the 
world, and the most inexpensive, even 
with the rise in food prices and farm 
prices we have seen. This miracle is 
possible because of better breeding 
techniques combined with the avail-
ability of manmade fertilizers. These 
fertilizers increase the yields per acre 
and help keep the world from going 
hungry. 

Rather than thanking our producers, 
this bill tells them basically they are 
not important. Rather than increasing 
domestic natural gas production, which 
is roughly 90 percent of the cost to 
produce synthetic nitrogen, this bill 
forces natural gas facilities to regulate 
the amount of emissions they emit. 

A recent Doane agriculture study 
shows this legislation will add $6 bil-
lion to $12 billion to total crop produc-
tion costs. If it is enacted, it is likely 
to cost a Kansas wheat farmer an addi-
tional $31.87 per acre. That same pro-
ducer would see his sorghum cost in-
crease $43.56 per acre, corn $78.80 per 
acre, and soybeans $20.41 per acre. 

(Ms. CANTWELL assumed the Chair.) 
I want to be clear. Throughout the 

climate change debate, I have sup-
ported the role agriculture can play in 
a voluntary system or, for that matter, 
any manufacturer that does business in 
Kansas wishes to play to certainly de-
crease the amount of CO2 emissions we 
emit into the atmosphere. 

In fact, I introduced legislation some 
years ago and was able to secure fund-
ing for a carbon sequestration research 
program at Kansas State University. 
What is that? That is carbon in the 
ground, good; carbon in the air, bad. If 
you can sequester carbon in your nor-
mal cropping practices, you are being 
very helpful in regard to CO2 emissions 
and carbon in the air. This legislation 
was reauthorized in the 2008 farm bill, 
which is now the law, or will be the law 
when we finally finish voting on it. 

Unfortunately, the legislation before 
us now, the climate change bill, pro-
vides little incentive for agriculture to 
play a role in any climate change de-
bate. This legislation leaves the deci-
sion as to which agricultural practices 
are eligible for the offset market to the 
Environmental Protection Agency. The 
EPA is also designated to prepare the 
operation and qualification method-
ology for agricultural offsets. All right, 
that is fine. But the USDA already has 
the expertise, the background, and the 
ability to assist our producers, our 

farmers, and ranchers with best man-
agement practices. That should reside 
with the USDA, but it is not. In this 
bill, it is with the EPA. 

I might add that the partnership be-
tween the USDA and the farmers and 
ranchers measures quite a bit higher in 
regard to acceptability in farm country 
than the EPA, which sometimes— 
sometimes—and they have a role to 
play—tends to think of regulations as 
their fondest responsibility. 

The legislation requires agricultural 
projects to be completed and reduction 
verified before the EPA decides wheth-
er to approve the offset allowance. This 
gives no assurance to which, if any, ag-
ricultural projects will be accepted. So 
you have a climate change bill that ba-
sically rules out agriculture, and that 
makes no sense at all. 

The Wall Street Journal calls this 
legislation, the climate change legisla-
tion, the largest income redistribution 
scheme since the income tax. That is 
quite a statement. This bill will hit 
Kansans where it matters most, in 
their pocketbooks. I cannot support 
legislation that will exponentially in-
crease the cost of their food, their elec-
tric, and their fuel bills, so I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this ill-conceived 
idea. 

I want to indicate to the Presiding 
Officer that I received letters of con-
cern in opposition from the following: 
the Kansas Farm Bureau, the Frontier 
Farm Credit folks, the National Sor-
ghum Producers, the Kansas Soybean 
Association, the Kansas Independent 
Oil and Gas Association, the Air Trans-
port Association, the National Busi-
ness Aviation Association, the Kansas 
City Power and Light, Weststar En-
ergy, and Kansas Electric Coopera-
tives. 

I commend the Fertilizer Institute 
and the Doane Advisory Services for 
the analysis they completed on the re-
lationship between energy prices and 
crop reduction costs. 

I also thank Troy Dumler, an agri-
cultural economist at Kansas State 
University, for analysis on Kansas crop 
production costs. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. 3101 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the cloture 
vote on the motion to proceed to S. 
3101 occur at 3 p.m. tomorrow, Thurs-
day, June 12; that following the open-
ing of the Senate on Thursday, the 
Senate resume the motion to proceed 
to S. 3101, with the time until 3 p.m. 
equally divided and controlled between 
the leaders or their designees, with the 
final 40 minutes prior to the vote con-
trolled as follows: 10 minutes each, 
Senators GRASSLEY, BAUCUS, MCCON-
NELL, and REID of Nevada, or their des-
ignees, in that order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
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MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAYMENTS 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
rise today in support of S. 3101, the bi-
partisan effort introduced by our Sen-
ate Finance chairman, Senator BAU-
CUS, and the distinguished Senator 
from Maine, Senator SNOWE, that will 
strengthen Medicare. This is a criti-
cally important bill that I hope we will 
have the support of the Senate on to-
morrow to be able to proceed to and to 
pass. 

This important legislation not only 
prevents harmful cuts from jeopard-
izing patient care, but it also sets the 
stage for modernizing our health care 
system through information tech-
nology. This is a very exciting part of 
this bill for me, with Senator SNOWE 
having worked on this issue, with 
many other colleagues now for some 
time, and it is a very important step 
forward. 

First and foremost, though, this leg-
islation protects patients’ access to 
their trusted physicians. If Congress 
does not act soon, Medicare payments 
to physicians and health care profes-
sionals will be cut by 10 percent—10 
percent—as a result of the fatally 
flawed sustainable growth rate formula 
or, as we call it, the SGR. It is sad that 
we are once again going through this 
exercise. If I could, I would reform the 
flawed SGR formula once and for all. 
Personally, I wish to stop this process 
and create a new one that makes much 
more sense for physicians and for pa-
tients and the Medicare system. It 
makes no sense for us to go through 
this ordeal every 6 months or so and 
risk jeopardizing seniors’ access to care 
when we know the kind of cuts facing 
physicians under Medicare would be 
devastating and would, in fact, directly 
impact access to care for those who 
rely on Medicare. 

Physicians are the foundation of the 
Medicare system and our Nation’s 
health care system, and patients of all 
ages depend upon our physicians for 
their health care services, which they 
provide in an outstanding way every 
single day. Every aspect of our health 
care system, from hospitals to rural 
health clinics, relies upon the skills 
and services of physicians. 

When I introduced my bill, S. 2785, 
earlier this year on stopping the SGR 
cuts, I heard from countless seniors 
and physicians, medical group prac-
tices, and hospitals in my State, all ex-
pressing support for the effort to stop 
these cuts. For example, one ortho-
pedic practice in southwest Michigan 
wrote me and said: 

Every year we have to wait until the last 
minute to see if the rates will be cut or fixed. 
It makes it impossible to budget and project 
for the next year. Especially for a practice 
like ours, with nearly 50 percent of our pa-
tients receiving Medicare. With the uncer-
tainty and the increases that we do get not 
keeping up with the cost of living, we have 
to err on the side of caution, which leads to 
job cuts. 

That is certainly an ongoing issue all 
across my State. We certainly don’t 
want to be seeing cuts as they relate to 

jobs or access under health care, 
compounding what is already hap-
pening in the health care system. 

A radiologist in southwest Michigan 
reported having to close three out-
patient x-ray offices over the past 5 
years, and they are looking to close an-
other one this year. A surgery center 
told me it had to put off investing in 
an EMR and was forced to freeze any 
wage increases and possibly lay off 
staff. A medical group in mid-Michigan 
that staffs two emergency room de-
partments determined that the sched-
uled reduction would reduce its Medi-
care payments by nearly $175,000 a 
year—$175,000 a year. 

If the reduction were to go into effect 
and this legislation is not passed, or 
similar legislation is not passed, the 
group wrote me it would be forced to 
reduce the workforce by either one 
full-time physician or two full-time 
physician assistants—cutting back on 
the availability of health care services 
for seniors and the disabled in my com-
munity. That is truly frightening when 
our emergency rooms are losing staff. 

I have, for too many years, heard 
from hospitals and others across Michi-
gan about the difficulty in finding phy-
sicians who are able to take Medicaid 
patients because the rates are so low. 
This is the first year I have been hear-
ing such great concern from hospitals, 
from hospital emergency rooms, about 
Medicare, the Medicare rates being so 
low—without these cuts—and the in-
ability to find physicians who are able 
to take those patients. 

I am hopeful we can add language to 
S. 3101 similar to a bill I have intro-
duced with Senator SPECTER to begin 
to address the crises facing our emer-
gency rooms because we have a much 
broader issue we need to address there 
as well. 

I am very proud of the work that 
over 20,000 MDs and DOs do in Michi-
gan every single day, providing more 
than 1.4 million seniors and people 
with disabilities, and over 90,000 
TRICARE beneficiaries in Michigan 
with high quality medical services 
under the Medicare Program. 

If Senator BAUCUS’s bipartisan legis-
lation does not pass, physicians in 
Michigan will lose some $540 million 
for the care of seniors and people with 
disabilities over the next 18 months 
due to the 10-percent cut in payments 
for 2008 and the additional 5-percent 
cut for 2009. Madam President, $540 
million of services, Medicare services, 
health care services that will not be 
rendered to the people in Michigan is 
not acceptable. 

Michigan physicians are looking at 
cuts of more than $10 billion by 2016; 
$10 billion in the next 8 years as a re-
sult of this flawed formula, and 9 years 
of cuts. We certainly can’t expect that 
physicians can continue to provide the 
same level of care if their payments 
are cut $540 million over the next 18 
months alone. These cuts will be dev-
astating to our seniors and access to 
care. 

Second, the lack of a predictable and 
equitable Medicare payment system 
hinders our investment in information 
technology, which we all know we need 
to be investing in. We need physicians 
in hospitals and other providers to be 
investing in technology that not only 
allows people to communicate with one 
another—electronic medical records 
and e-prescribing—but allows the very 
latest technology so that we have the 
very highest quality, the ability to pro-
vide the most efficient processes of 
providing health care that is possibly 
available. 

Health IT is very important to that. 
This bipartisan legislation recognizes 
the need for investing in information 
technology, something, as I indicated 
before, that I am pleased to have 
worked on for the last several years 
with Senator SNOWE. This bipartisan 
legislation would increase the list of 
those sites under telehealth that would 
include skilled nursing facilities and 
dialysis centers and community mental 
health centers that would be able to re-
ceive reimbursement for telehealth, 
which is so important. I thank Senator 
CONRAD for his leadership. I am pleased 
to be joining with him and others on 
the whole question of expanding this 
part of the technology of telemedicine, 
telehealth. In addition to improving 
access to care and facilities, we will see 
significant cost savings achieved by 
avoiding transporting medically fragile 
patients from one place to another. I 
am so proud, among many other ad-
vances in Michigan around health IT, 
telehealth is something that we have 
been using in rural parts of northern 
Michigan and the upper peninsula now 
for years. We have great leadership 
that has been developed. I am pleased 
to have had an opportunity to partici-
pate and see what is done that allows 
people in remote parts of Michigan to 
be able to communicate directly with 
physicians, with nursing staff, and so 
on, to receive care they need without 
traveling long distances. There are 
wonderful ways this can happen. This 
legislation expands the ability for peo-
ple to receive telehealth services. This 
is important. 

Additionally, this bipartisan bill 
moves us toward e-prescribing, a basic 
building block for greater adoption of 
health information technology. There 
are incentives for doctors who write 
prescriptions electronically, that im-
prove both quality and efficiency. I 
thank Senator JOHN KERRY and Sen-
ator JOHN ENSIGN for working with me 
on the whole question of e-prescribing 
and being in a position to put this for-
ward, and I thank Senator BAUCUS 
again for his leadership in strong sup-
port of this effort. 

Again, we in Michigan have been rec-
ognized as one of the top five States in 
e-prescribing. We have had huge suc-
cess in a regional collaborative in 
southeastern Michigan called SEMI, 
the Southeastern Michigan ePrescrib-
ing Initiative that has brought to-
gether General Motors, Ford, 
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Chrysler, the UAW, insurers, and pro-
viders to work with consumers to be 
able to electronically create e-pre-
scribing so the physician can in fact 
communicate directly with the phar-
macy in the most accurate way with 
the most accurate information. We 
have some 2,500 physicians in south-
eastern Michigan who are engaged in 
this. 

Last October, a patient safety anal-
ysis found that SEMI alerted doctors of 
potentially incorrect drug prescrip-
tions that resulted in nearly 423,000 
prescriptions being changed or can-
celed because of the information the 
doctor was able to receive. Possibly the 
physician was looking at a particular 
medication that had an adverse drug 
relationship with something else the 
patient was on, or maybe there were 
concerns about allergic reactions or 
other information that was helpful and 
gained through this process in the pro-
gram through e-prescribing. SEMI also 
sent out more than 100,000 medication 
allergy alerts. When a formulary alert 
was presented, so physicians were 
alerted as to a problem with a par-
ticular drug they were thinking of pre-
scribing, 39 percent of the time the 
physician changed the prescription. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent for an additional 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
39 percent of the time when the physi-
cian had more information they 
changed the prescription and therefore 
addressed safety concerns or saving the 
patient or the employer dollars. 

In February, a physician satisfaction 
survey found that 9 out of 10 physicians 
believed that e-prescribing met or ex-
ceeded expectations. This is only one 
region of Michigan where it has been 
extremely successful. We have incen-
tives in this bill to be able to support 
physicians using e-prescribing and 
being able to have some assistance to 
be able to purchase the equipment they 
need. I believe there are a thousand 
reasons why that is a great idea and 
one of the reasons I enthusiastically 
support this bill. 

Third, this bill reauthorizes impor-
tant rural provisions to ensure that all 
Americans, regardless of where they 
live, have access to health care. We 
have, in Michigan, again, many small- 
and mid-sized providers serving vast 
rural areas around our State. This is 
very important, to approve the pay-
ments for community health centers 
and ambulances and other providers 
who are hit by declining Medicare re-
imbursement—as well as high gas 
prices, I might add. 

Finally, let me say I am very pleased 
that an area of the bill addresses gath-
ering more information on health dis-
parities regarding gender or regarding 
race. It is taken from language in my 
HEART for Women Act, to be able to 
gather more information for providers 
as to gaps where we need to be focusing 
more on particular kinds of services. 

Many organizations such as the 
American Medical Association and the 
AARP have endorsed this bill and en-
dorsed it strongly. I again thank Sen-
ator BAUCUS, as Finance chairman, for 
his leadership. I support fully his goal 
of providing this 18-month fix for phy-
sician payments as well as providing 
other very important incentives for the 
future. 

This bill is very much about the fu-
ture with e-prescribing and with tele-
health and other information gath-
ering. I very much hope that we, on be-
half of the 44 million people who rely 
on Medicare, will have a very strong 
vote to proceed to this bill and have a 
strong bipartisan vote to adopt it. I am 
very hopeful that with a strong vote 
the President will decide to support 
this bill and sign this initiative. 

It is critically important that we get 
this done. The physician cut is going to 
take place very shortly if we do not 
act. This bill does the right thing and 
moves us in the right direction as it re-
lates to health care reform. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am 
disappointed that those across the aisle 
would not join with us to move to con-
sider and debate the Consumer-First 
Energy Act of 2008. 

This legislation is designed to pro-
tect consumers from artificially high 
fuel prices, to curtail the massive give-
away of taxpayer resources through 
the continuing tax breaks to oil com-
panies, and to recapture a portion of 
the windfall profits they are making at 
the expense of hard-working Ameri-
cans. While the presumptive Repub-
lican Presidential nominee today rec-
ognized that gas prices can be expected 
to continue to climb, I continue to 
wonder why so many Republican Sen-
ators voted along party lines to ignore 
one of the biggest problems facing fam-
ilies across the country. 

Did they not want to debate why oil 
and gas companies should not continue 
to benefit from tax breaks while raking 
in record profits? Did they not want to 
debate why members of the OPEC car-
tel, such as Iran and Saudi Arabia, 
when acting anticompetitively and fix-
ing output so as to artificially raise oil 
prices, should be held accountable 
through laws intended to protect com-
petition, market forces, and con-
sumers? The NOPEC provisions of the 
bill are drawn from the bill I cospon-
sored and the Judiciary Committee has 
reported repeatedly over the last sev-
eral years, including in May 2007. Or 
did Republicans not want to debate 
why the administration has failed to 
crack down on excessive speculation 
and manipulation of the oil commod-
ities markets? 

I guess none of us should be surprised 
that so many Senate Republicans voted 
to prevent debate over these concerns 
and this legislation. The Bush-Cheney 
administration opposes it and has al-
ready threatened a veto. Senate Repub-
licans are simply doing what they have 
been doing for the last 7 years—falling 
in line. 

We need a President who will stand 
with the American people, not with the 
oil companies and market speculators. 
I know that both President Bush and 
Vice President CHENEY have long-
standing ties to the oil industry, but 
over the last 71⁄2 years, American con-
sumers have suffered enough. This ad-
ministration has stood by and watched 
as the price of a gallon of gasoline has 
gone from $1.45 to over $4.00. I would 
have thought that an oil man who 
claims to be from West Texas would 
recognize that when top executives of 
the oil industry come before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee and testify under 
oath that they would make profits if 
oil were sold anywhere from $55 to $65 
a barrel but that it is, in fact, selling 
for over $130 a barrel, action needs to 
be taken. I would have hoped that the 
President who promised the American 
people when he ran for office that his 
family’s close ties with the Saudi rul-
ing family would help him successfully 
persuade them to increase oil produc-
tion and cooperation would recognize 
that his two recent, unsuccessful trips 
to the Middle East to beg the Saudis to 
increase oil production should lead to 
effective government action by the 
United States, not a threat to veto leg-
islation. Most of all, I would have 
hoped that Senators would join to-
gether to debate this matter and take 
action to help the American people. 

President Bush’s ballyhooed state-
ment in his State of the Union a couple 
of years ago that we must end the oil 
addiction was nothing more than 
empty words. They rank with his space 
travel initiative that went nowhere 
and more tragically with his hollow 
promise to rebuild New Orleans. 

Their votes against debating the Con-
sumer-First Energy Act ranks with 
their votes against debating the bill to 
correct the Supreme Court’s Ledbetter 
decision that locked American workers 
out of the courts, their votes against 
debating the restoration of habeas cor-
pus, their votes against debating com-
prehensive bipartisan legislation to 
begin to confront global climate 
change, their vote against debating 
congressional voting rights for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and their votes on so 
many matters that Republican Sen-
ators have acted to block. I hope that 
when the majority leader moves for re-
consideration of the vote on the Con-
sumer-First Energy Act, Senators will 
search their consciences and do the 
right thing by voting to allow Senate 
consideration of that legislation in the 
best interest of the American people. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I rise to speak in support of the Con-
sumer-First Energy Act, and in par-
ticular title V, which would increase 
oil market transparency and account-
ability. 

Oil prices continue to set records. 
Last week the price of oil hit $138 per 
barrel. Not too long ago $38 seemed 
like an unheard of price, not $138. 

Gasoline prices now average above $4 
per gallon nationwide. Some gas sta-
tions have to charge by the half gallon. 
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Their pumps cannot calculate in prices 
this high. 

And there seems to be no relief in 
sight for consumers as we enter the 
summer travel season. 

Energy markets are not working— 
and speculation is adding an extra $20– 
$25 per barrel to the price of oil. We 
must protect these markets from ma-
nipulation, excessive speculation and 
fraud. 

In the farm bill Congress finally 
closed the ‘‘Enron loophole,’’ and 
placed all major electronic trades that 
could drive energy prices under the 
watchful eye of the CFTC. 

However, I remain concerned that 
there are no comparable protections in 
place when U.S. energy futures are 
traded on international markets—pre-
senting yet another regulatory loop-
hole for energy traders to exploit. So 
title V of this bill would close that 
loophole and ensure that the trading of 
all U.S. energy futures—whether on 
foreign or domestic markets—is done 
with transparency and with an audit 
trail. 

Title V is based upon the Oil Trading 
Transparency Act, which I introduced 
recently with Senator CARL LEVIN. 

The Oil Trading Transparency Act 
would close the London loophole, 
whereby traders of West Texas Inter-
mediate Crude Oil execute trades on an 
electronic exchange ‘‘located in’’ Lon-
don, England, outside the jurisdiction 
of American regulators. 

Specifically: the bill directs the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, 
CFTC, to ensure that any foreign ex-
change operating a trading terminal in 
the United States for the trading of a 
U.S. energy commodity meets two reg-
ulatory requirements that currently 
apply to U.S. exchanges: (1) It must im-
pose speculative trading limits to pre-
vent price manipulation and excessive 
speculation, and (2) It must publish 
daily trading information to ensure 
market transparency. 

The bill would also require the CFTC 
to obtain information from the foreign 
exchange to enable it to establish an 
audit trail and determine how much 
trading in U.S. energy commodities is 
due to speculation. 

Today the CFTC’s weekly publication 
of speculation data for U.S. markets 
lacks any information about the oil 
trading conducted in London which 
makes up approximately 30 percent of 
the trading volume in West Texas In-
termediate Crude Oil. 

Let me explain why this provision is 
necessary. The United States places 
limits on speculative energy trades 
that contribute to high prices. 

But traders of U.S. crude oil know 
that they can avoid U.S. limits and 
transparency requirements by trading 
crude oil futures on the London’s ICE 
Futures Europe instead of the NYMEX 
exchange in New York. 

CFTC acknowledged in a June 2 let-
ter to me that traders can even use 
London as a refuge from U.S. specula-
tion limits. CFTC’s acting chairman 
wrote: 

If CFTC instructed an oil trader to reduce 
the size of his NYMEX West Texas Inter-
mediate crude oil position, the trader would 
not be prohibited, under either the [Com-
modity Exchange Act] or the Commission’s 
regulations, from establishing a similar posi-
tion in the ICE Futures Europe WTI crude 
oil contract. 

That regulatory disparity means U.S. 
traders trading U.S. oil on the London 
exchange can engage in excessive spec-
ulation that affects U.S. prices and not 
report their trades. 

The traders can do it by using com-
puter terminals in the United States 
with direct access to the London ex-
change. The contracts in London settle 
on the price in New York, so they are 
functionally equivalent ‘‘look alike’’ 
contracts. 

According to CFTC, every single 
week since 2006 at least one trader has 
held positions in London above the 
NYMEX spot month speculative limit 
of 3 million barrels of oil. 

Most weeks, five to eight traders 
have been above these limits, and at 
one point 22 traders were above the 
NYMEX limit. 

And its not only contracts in the spot 
month. Sixty-four percent of the time 
since 2006, at least one trader in Lon-
don has exceeded out month position 
accountability levels that are set at 20 
million barrels of oil in New York. 
CFTC reports that 48 different traders 
have been above these limits at one 
time or another since 2006. 

This legislation is necessary in order 
to close this loophole and require that 
foreign boards of trade that operate 
trading terminals in our country com-
ply with the same speculation trading 
limits and reporting requirements that 
apply to U.S. trades. 

What is Traded in London? Trading 
in London is regulated by the British, 
so some might wonder why we would 
ask our friends in London to impose 
American regulatory standards. 

I believe some of London’s contracts 
matter more to America than England, 
and we need to make sure they are sub-
ject to our position limit system. 

For example, ICE Futures Europe 
lists U.S. crude oil—West Texas Inter-
mediate—New England heating oil, and 
U.S. gasoline contracts. 

West Texas Intermediate crude oil is 
produced here, used here, and never 
leaves the United States. 

Heating oil and gasoline are refined 
and used within our borders. 

ICE Futures Europe is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of an American com-
pany, Atlanta based Intercontinental 
Exchange, or ICE. 

Since buying ICE Futures Europe, 
ICE has shut down the trading floor in 
London and replaced it with a virtual, 
electronic floor. 

Their American and British systems 
are so integrated that trading ‘‘in Lon-
don’’ recently shut down because an 
ICE data center in Chicago, IL, lost 
power. 

And most importantly, British regu-
lators are accountable to the British 
people who would naturally prefer that 

their government use its resources to 
prevent manipulation in markets that 
affect British people, not Americans. 

The British only have 80 people moni-
toring market abuses, investigating, 
and enforcing rules in all of their fi-
nancial markets—including stocks, 
bonds, futures, swaps, and currency. 
Not one of these 80 people is specifi-
cally assigned to monitor trading of 
West Texas Intermediate, American 
Gasoline, or New England heating oil. 

This may explain why the CFTC tells 
me that British regulators are yet to 
bring a single manipulation case 
against traders in any of the contracts 
for U.S. delivery. 

That is why the audit trail estab-
lished by this legislation is so impor-
tant. 

If CFTC gets trading data from Lon-
don, it can pursue manipulation and 
fraud cases under their existing au-
thority. But CFTC needs the records. It 
needs the data to monitor markets 
that impact the price of energy in the 
United States. 

Bottom Line: CFTC needs this legis-
lation in order to protect American oil 
markets from manipulation and exces-
sive speculation. 

In the farm bill we took a major step 
in closing the Enron loophole. It took 
us 7 years to close it, and millions of 
consumers paid the price. 

This legislation is needed to close a 
new loophole that opened in 2006 when 
ICE Futures Europe began listing a 
U.S. based energy commodity on its ex-
change in London. If we vote to pass 
the Oil Trading Transparency Act, we 
will close the London loophole in only 
2 years. 

Today’s markets evolve quickly, and 
we need to make sure our market over-
sight responds just as quickly. Let us 
not wait 6 years to close a loophole so 
large you could drive an oil tanker 
through it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Excuse me, Madam 
President, if I might ask my friend, 
who has already been patient, to sus-
pend for a moment. I have been asked 
to read a unanimous consent request. 

Mr. COBURN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you ever so 
much. I am here talking about physi-
cians and ‘‘the physician’’ is on the 
floor. Certainly I would not presume to 
know more about medicine than my 
colleague from Oklahoma. I appreciate 
very much his allowing me to do this. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to a period for morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. COBURN. Reserving the right to 
object, I plan on speaking longer than 
that, so I will ask for unanimous con-
sent after the fact. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
SERGEANT ERIC MOSER 

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, 
today I stand to recognize Army SGT 
Eric Moser, the son of Ken and Karen 
Moser of Lake Charles, LA, and to 
commend his courage and service to 
our Nation and his brothers in arms. 

On May 22, 2008, Sergeant Moser was 
awarded the Distinguished Service 
Cross, the U.S. Army’s second highest 
military decoration, making him one 
of only nine soldiers to have received 
this decoration since September 11, 
2001. 

Sergeant Moser, I know how proud 
your parents are of you, and all of Lou-
isiana shares in their pride. Your ac-
tions truly exemplify patriotism, serv-
ice to country, and spirit of the Army’s 
famous 82nd Airborne Division, a unit 
that has distinguished itself on count-
less occasions from the beaches of Nor-
mandy, the jungles of Vietnam, to the 
sands of Iraq and the mountains of Af-
ghanistan. 

On August 26, 2007, while serving with 
the 82nd’s Charlie Company, Sergeant 
Moser was attached to a sniper team 
that also included SGT Josh Morley of 
North Carolina, SP Tracy Willis of 
Texas, and SP Chris Corriveau from 
Maine. 

The team was tasked with securing a 
defensive perimeter around a block in 
Samarra, Iraq, while members of Char-
lie Company’s 3rd Platoon conducted 
search operations on a location that 
was suspected of being used to manu-
facture improvised explosive devices. 

Soon after their arrival on their posi-
tions, Sergeant Moser and his team 
found themselves under attack, their 
presence having been alerted to by an 
al-Qaida informant. Pinned down from 
fire from multiple terrorists, Sergeants 
Moser and Morley held their positions 
and returned fire until Sergeant Mor-
ley was killed while crossing a building 
rooftop in search of the team’s radio. 

Sergeant Moser and the remaining 
team members fought off the insur-
gents who were attempting to make off 
with Sergeant Morley’s body. Despite 
struggling with a weapon that repeat-
edly jammed, Sergeant Moser was able 
to return fire and protect Sergeant 
Morley’s body during a firefight that 
ultimately claimed the life of a second 
team member, SP Tracy Willis. 

The two remaining members of the 
sniper team, Sergeant Moser and Spe-
cialist Corriveau, continued to fight off 
the terrorists and were able to protect 
the bodies of their fallen comrades. As 
they established contact with another 
Airborne outpost, the insurgents fell 
back and began to retrieve their dead. 

Sergeant Moser and Specialist 
Corriveau then directed a GPS-guided 
bomb to the position where the sur-
viving insurgents were hiding. It was 
later confirmed that more than 15 of an 
established 40 al-Qaida terrorists were 
killed during the fight. 

We honor Sergeant Morley and Spe-
cialist Willis for their ultimate sac-
rifice, and we pay tribute to their fami-
lies. SGT Josh Morley is survived by 
his wife, his family, and a daughter 
whom he never had the chance to meet. 
And SP Tracy Willis leaves behind a 
loving family of his own. 

We also honor SP Chris Corriveau for 
his heroism. He was also awarded the 
Distinguished Service Cross for his gal-
lantry on August 26, 2007. His actions 
also exemplify that of a hero and a 
paratrooper. 

In the face of death and without re-
gard to his personal safety, Sergeant 
Moser brought great distinction on 
himself, the U.S. Army, and the 82nd 
Airborne Division. I am sure he would 
be hesitant to acknowledge himself as 
a hero, and he does not need to do so. 
His actions distinguished him as such 
when on a rooftop in Iraq, he risked his 
own life to ensure that no man was left 
behind. 

Sergeant Moser, thank you for your 
service and heroism and God bless you 
and your entire family. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO BETSY REIFSNYDER 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I rise 
today to recognize Betsy Reifsnyder, a 
dedicated public servant who is retir-
ing in July after nearly 25 years of 
service to the U.S. Congress. 

Ms. Reifsnyder came to the Library 
of Congress in 1984 as part of an intern 
program and then moved on to the 
Congressional Research Service in 1985 
as a reference librarian. She has 
worked in a number of challenging 
roles, and will retire as the data archi-
tect of the Congressional Research 
Service. 

Throughout her years at CRS, Ms. 
Reifsnyder has performed complex and 
institution-supporting duties. Her lead-
ership, sound judgment, and creative 
work, coupled with her technical exper-
tise and her positive approach to any 
project or problem were keys to the 
early and continued success of the Leg-
islative Information System, LIS. Her 
dedication and ability to find solutions 
have earned her a trust, and con-
fidence, that echoes throughout the 
legislative branch. 

An expert in the legislative process, 
data structures, and online search sys-
tems, she was instrumental in moving 
legislative data into the Internet age. 
Ms. Reifsnyder has played an active 
role in the development of improve-
ments and advanced features for LIS 
retrieval and display to meet the needs 
of congressional staff. 

Both Congress and the general public 
have benefited greatly from her work 
on the THOMAS and LIS, systems 
which have allowed access to reliable 
and timely legislative information. 
Congressional Members and staff will 
continue to benefit from her work, due 
to her major contributions to the plans 
for LIS 2.0. Her vision and leadership 
have shaped the data-entry system for 
legislative summaries and other re-

sources that have made it easier for all 
of us to have access to reliable legisla-
tive information. 

Although, Betsy Reifsnyder will be 
retiring, her many accomplishments 
will stand as a fitting tribute to her ca-
reer and her person. Ms. Reifsnyder’s 
presence will be greatly missed, and I 
wish her and her family all the best as 
she enters the next phase of her life. 

f 

PSORIASIS AND PSORIATIC AR-
THRITIS RESEARCH, CURE, AND 
CARE ACT OF 2007 
Mr. DODD. Madam President, I rise 

today in support of S. 1459, the Psori-
asis and Psoriatic Arthritis Research, 
Cure, and Care Act of 2007, and to en-
courage my colleagues to lend their 
support to this important legislation. 
Psoriasis is a chronic, inflammatory, 
painful, and debilitating disease that 
affects as many as seven and a half 
million Americans. Ten to 30 percent of 
people with psoriasis also suffer from 
psoriatic arthritis, which causes pain, 
stiffness and swelling in and around 
the joints. The National Psoriasis 
Foundation estimates that in the state 
of Connecticut as many as 89,000 adults 
live with psoriasis, psoriatic arthritis, 
or both. 

No one knows exactly what causes 
psoriasis. With very few effective treat-
ments and no cure, this disabling dis-
ease often strikes between age 15–25, 
marking the beginning of a lifelong 
struggle for psoriasis sufferers. Psori-
asis is often minimized and under-
treated because treatments are consid-
ered ‘‘not medically necessary’’ or 
‘‘cosmetic’’. If a patient is accurately 
diagnosed, the search for an appro-
priate treatment can prove exas-
perating because treatments vary wide-
ly in effectiveness, can have serious ad-
verse side effects, and can stop working 
without warning. 

Often misunderstood to be con-
tagious or due to poor hygiene, psori-
asis causes many patients to experi-
ence social discrimination and stigma. 
Studies have shown that psoriasis 
causes as much disability as other 
major medical diseases. In fact, lost 
productivity and forgone future earn-
ings create an estimated burden of $114 
million annually for Americans with 
psoriasis. 

Unfortunately, research on psoriasis 
and psoriatic arthritis has not been 
made the priority it should be. S. 1459 
would direct the National Institute of 
Arthritis and Musculoskeletal and 
Skin Diseases to expand biomedical re-
search on psoriasis and psoriatic ar-
thritis and to coordinate research ef-
forts across the NIH. The bill would 
also direct the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention to develop a na-
tional patient registry for collection 
and analysis of longitudinal data on 
psoriasis and psoriatic arthritis. With-
out such a resource, we will remain 
limited in our ability to evaluate the 
usefulness—and side effects—of the 
therapies that patients must endure 
throughout their lifetimes. 
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Those suffering with psoriasis are 

also at an increased risk for numerous 
other serious, chronic and life-threat-
ening conditions such as heart disease, 
diabetes and mental health conditions. 
These co-morbidities inflict a signifi-
cant economic and social burden on so-
ciety in addition to the individuals 
with psoriasis. This legislation would 
direct the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to convene a summit 
of researchers, public health profes-
sionals, patient advocacy organiza-
tions, academic institutions, and Fed-
eral and State policymakers on the 
current research, treatment, edu-
cation, and quality-of-life activities 
conducted or supported by the Federal 
Government with respect to psoriasis 
and psoriatic arthritis, including psori-
asis and psoriatic arthritis related co- 
morbidities. A comprehensive report 
from this summit would provide a 
roadmap for future activities necessary 
to address current gaps and better our 
chances of finding a cure. Lastly, the 
bill would require a study and report 
by the Institute of Medicine to address 
health insurance and prescription drug 
coverage as they relate to medications 
and treatments for psoriasis and psori-
atic arthritis. We must ensure that 
these patients receive the best regimen 
and most appropriate care for their dis-
ease. 

In closing, I would like to commend 
the National Psoriasis Foundation for 
their more than four decades of leader-
ship and work to improve quality of 
life for people with psoriasis and psori-
atic arthritis. I would also like to ex-
tend great thanks to my constituents, 
John and Vivian Latella, who have 
shared their personal stories of the dif-
ficulties of living with psoriasis. For 
them, and for the millions of Ameri-
cans suffering from this disease, I urge 
my colleagues to join me in cospon-
soring the Psoriasis and Psoriatic Ar-
thritis Research, Cure, and Care Act. 

f 

PAXIL 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
for the last few years, I have been look-
ing at how drug companies try and in-
fluence medical care in America. Com-
panies can do this by, for example, cre-
ating studies favorable to their drugs, 
by hiring doctors to promote their 
products, and in some cases even in-
timidating critics of their drugs. 

Today, I would like to talk about a 
different tactic by drug companies hid-
ing data. I don’t mean that they actu-
ally hide the data. But they make 
these numbers so difficult to find that 
they might as well be invisible. 

Last February, I asked 
GlaxoSmithKline to turn over a couple 
of reports on Paxil, a drug used to 
treat depression. These reports were 
written by Dr. Joseph Glenmullen, a 
professor of psychiatry at Harvard. 

Based on the review of documents un-
covered in litigation, Dr. Glenmullen 
concluded that GlaxoSmithKline knew 
for almost two decades that Paxil is as-

sociated with an increased risk of sui-
cide. He submitted these reports as an 
expert witness in several lawsuits now 
pending around the country. 

So what did GlaxoSmithKline do 
with these reports? Well, the company 
tried to hide them. They went to the 
judge and asked to have Dr. 
Glenmullen’s report and all the con-
firming documents placed under seal— 
that means that no member of the pub-
lic could see them. In fact, Glaxo has 
been doing everything possible to en-
sure that this information remains 
under court seal. 

It seems to me that GlaxoSmithKline 
tried to hide these reports because they 
seem to demonstrate what the com-
pany knew—that Paxil was associated 
with an increased risk of suicide based 
on the company’s own studies. In fact, 
Dr. Glenmullen argues that 
GlaxoSmithKline knew this when they 
submitted the New Drug Application to 
the Food and Drug Administration 
back in 1989. 

Essentially, it looks like 
GlaxoSmithKline bamboozled the FDA. 

How did GlaxoSmithKline get away 
with this? Easy, they just moved 
around numbers in their studies to 
make it look like Paxil was safe. Here 
is how Dr. Glenmullen says they did it. 
GlaxoSmithKline ran several studies 
comparing people on Paxil against peo-
ple on a placebo, in other words, a 
sugar pill. 

If a patient attempted suicide before 
a study began—let me emphasize this: 
Before the study began—that person 
was automatically put into the placebo 
group. That means the company was 
comparing Paxil users against patients 
who were already prone to suicide. So 
when you compared the placebo num-
bers to the Paxil numbers, it looked 
like Paxil was the same as the placebo. 

But, when Dr. Glenmullen re-ana-
lyzed the data, he found that Paxil 
WAS associated with a risk for suicide. 
And it looks like this is what 
GlaxoSmithKline was trying to hide 
from the American public. 

Thankfully, a judge in Kansas made 
one of Dr. Glenmullen’s reports public. 

Finally, I would like to address 
GlaxoSmithKline’s responses to my 
questions about whether it hid data on 
Paxil. I am unhappy to say that 
Glaxo’s answers were a little more 
than word games. I don’t wish to use 
the word ‘‘lie’’ but let me say this: 
their answers were less than candid. 

Let me give you one example. In a 
letter to GlaxoSmithKline, I asked 
them when they learned that Paxil was 
associated with suicide risk. They 
wrote back that they ‘‘detected no sig-
nal of any possible association between 
Paxil and suicidality in adult patients 
until late February 2006 . . .’’ 

So GSK claims to a U.S. Senator 
they knew nothing about suicidality in 
adults until February 2006. But in the 
United Kingdom, government inves-
tigators found that the company had 
the data back in 1998. 

Two weeks after I received the letter 
from GSK, England’s Medicines and 

Healthcare products Regulatory Agen-
cy released a report on Paxil. 

The report concluded that data from 
GlaxoSmithKline’s own clinical trials 
confirmed that patients under 18 had a 
higher risk of suicidal behavior. This 
report involved 4 years of investigation 
by this agency which is England’s 
counterpart to our FDA. It was the 
largest most thorough report in the 
history of that agency. 

According to the Medicines and 
Healthcare products Regulatory Agen-
cy, the only reason that criminal 
charges were not filed in the UK is be-
cause ‘‘the legislation in force at the 
time was not sufficiently strong 
enough . . .’’ So the company didn’t 
get off because it didn’t do anything 
wrong. It got off because the laws in 
UK did not address such situations. 

Today, I am asking the FDA to take 
a look at the same information that 
was examined in the UK. And I am ask-
ing the FDA if we need to change any 
laws here in the United States. 

We cannot live in a nation where 
drug companies are less than candid, 
hide information and attempt to mis-
lead the FDA and the public. These 
companies are selling drugs that we 
put in our bodies, not sneakers. When 
they manipulate or withhold data to 
hide or minimize findings about safety 
and/or efficacy, they put patient safety 
at risk. And with drugs like Paxil, the 
risks are too great. 

The CEO of GlaxoSmithKline, Jean- 
Pierre Garnier, is resigning. I hope 
that the company’s new leadership will 
do right by the public and be more 
open about side effects of their prod-
ucts. 

What happened with Paxil, as well as, 
in my investigations involving the 
painkiller Vioxx and the antibiotic 
Ketek are only a few examples of why 
it is important that bad actors be held 
accountable when they withhold data, 
submit questionable or fraudulent 
data, or attempt to mislead the FDA, 
the medical community, and the pub-
lic. 

That is why I am also working on 
legislation that would require that 
companies certify to the FDA that 
they gave the FDA complete and accu-
rate data related to the safety and effi-
cacy of their products and that the in-
formation is not false or misleading. If 
a company knowingly violates those 
certifications, it could be subject to 
civil and possibly criminal penalties. 

f 

NEUROFIBROMATOSIS AWARENESS 
Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 

rise today to highlight the difficulties 
caused by neurofibromatosis, NF, the 
work currently being done by the Fed-
eral Government to address this dif-
ficult disease, and the importance of 
awareness about NF. 

NF is a genetic disorder of the nerv-
ous system, which causes tumors to 
form on the nerves anywhere in the 
body at any time. NF is a progressive 
disorder and is one of the most com-
mon genetic disorders in the United 
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States. An estimated 100,000 Americans 
have a neurofibromatosis disorder. 
About half of those affected with NF 
have a prior family history of the dis-
ease. 

NF has two distinct forms, NF1 and 
NF2. NF1 is the more common version, 
occurring in 1 of nearly every 4,000 in-
dividuals in the U.S. It has varying 
manifestations and degrees of severity 
resulting from a mutation of the NFI 
gene. Symptoms include common skin 
abnormalities and are often evident at 
birth or shortly afterwards. NF1 can 
cause learning disorders, bone deformi-
ties, and may even be associated with 
cancer. NF2 is a much more rare condi-
tion, resulting from a mutation of the 
NF2 gene, that is most frequently asso-
ciated with hearing loss and visual im-
pairment. 

The National Institutes of Health, 
NIH, supports critical research to fight 
NF, investing approximately $13 mil-
lion a year. At NIH, the $1.5 billion Na-
tional Institute of Neurological Dis-
orders and Stroke, NINDS, supports re-
search and clinical trials to understand 
normal and abnormal development of 
the brain and nervous system to im-
prove our understanding of the disease 
and our ability to prevent, treat, and 
ultimately cure the NF disorders. Re-
searchers have been able to locate the 
exact NF1 gene, which they found nor-
mally works as a ‘‘molecular brake’’ to 
keep cells from overmultiplying, and 
the NF2 gene, which they found nor-
mally helps suppress tumors. It is the 
mutations of these genes that cause 
the difficulties associated with NF. Ac-
cording to NINDS: 

Understanding the molecular pathways 
and mechanisms that govern these key pro-
teins and their activities will offer scientists 
exciting opportunities to design drugs that 
could replace the missing proteins in people 
who have neurofibromatosis and return their 
cell production to normal. 

NINDS is currently researching how 
NF1 can also cause abnormal fetal de-
velopment that can cause learning dis-
abilities and cognitive deficits for chil-
dren. NINDS also supports research 
aimed at developing improved methods 
of diagnosing NF and identifying fac-
tors that cause the wide variations of 
symptoms and severity of the dis-
orders. 

As a practicing physician, I am en-
couraged that NINDS is performing re-
search to help doctors equip parents for 
their child’s education by pinpointing 
associations between brain abnormali-
ties and specific cognitive disabilities. 
This will help parents to develop and 
implement early intervention pro-
grams. 

Having treated patients with NF, I 
know firsthand the pain and suffering 
associated with the disease and the dif-
ficulties it can cause for parents. The 
ongoing Federal research activities 
though NIH are critical toward fight-
ing NF. I also applaud the tremendous 
efforts of private foundations and the 
thousands of NF volunteers and advo-
cates across the country. It is my sin-

cere hope that public-private partner-
ships will continue to provide medical 
breakthroughs that can prevent, treat, 
and cure NF and other painful diseases. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HONORING JACKLYN H. LUCAS 

∑ Mr. BURR. Madam President, I wish 
to honor the life of Jacklyn Harrell 
Lucas. Mr. Lucas was born in Plym-
outh, NC, to Louis Harold and Mar-
garet Lucas on February 24, 1928. He 
was in the eighth grade at Edwards 
Military Institute when the Japanese 
bombed Pearl Harbor. Lucas felt an ob-
ligation to serve the country and re-
fused to let age get in his way. 

Ten months after Pearl Harbor, Jack 
Lucas joined the Marine Corps Reserve 
at the age of 14. He listed his age as 17 
and joined without his mother’s con-
sent. Lucas soon reported to Parris Is-
land for basic training, where he quali-
fied as a sharpshooter. 

He was assigned to a machine gun 
crew and moved to Pearl Harbor at the 
end of 1943 where he was promoted to 
PVT first class. A year later, Lucas 
and his unit had not been deployed, so 
Lucas decided to deploy himself. He 
stowed away on the USS Duel, which 
was carrying the 5th Marine Division 
to battle in the Pacific. 

A month into the journey he came 
out of hiding. Despite being reported as 
AWOL a month earlier and having been 
reduced in rank, PVT Jack Lucas was 
assigned to the 5th Marine Division. He 
was assigned to a rifle team and longed 
to get into the fight. 

On February 19, 1945, Lucas finally 
got his wish as he and 30,000 other ma-
rines stormed the beaches of Iwo Jima. 
On the second day of the invasion, 
Lucas was pinned down with three 
members of his rifle team when two 
grenades landed in their foxhole. 

His Medal of Honor citation describes 
best what happened next. Private 
Lucas ‘‘unhesitatingly hurled himself 
over his comrades upon one grenade 
and pulled the other one under him, ab-
sorbing the whole blasting force of the 
explosions in his own body in order to 
shield his companions from the concus-
sion and murderous flying fragments.’’ 
He saved the lives of his fellow marines 
by an act that would almost surely re-
sult in death, but Lucas survived. 

Seven months and twenty-one sur-
geries later, Lucas was medically dis-
charged from the Marine Corps. He left 
the service with over 200 pieces of 
shrapnel in his body. A month later he 
was awarded the Medal of Honor. Pri-
vate Lucas was only 17 years old. He 
was one of 27 marines given the medal 
for their heroic actions at Iwo Jima. 
Eight-two marines were awarded the 
Medal of Honor during World War II, 
and almost a third received the medal 
for their heroism during this historic 
battle. Lucas is the youngest person 
ever to receive this Nation’s highest 
military honor. 

This Nation lost one of its best on 
June 5, when Jacklyn Harrell Lucas 
succumbed to cancer. He is survived by 
his wife Ruby C. Clark Lucas; 4 sons— 
William, Jimmy, Louis, and Kelly; a 
daughter, Peggy; 3 stepdaughters, 
Joan, Debbie, and Melinda; a brother, 
Louis; 15 grandchildren; and 16 great- 
grandchildren. 

Madam President, the determination, 
patriotism, and selflessness of Jack 
Lucas should be admired by all. He was 
a fine North Carolinian and a great 
American.∑ 

f 

HONORING HORACE P. AXTELL 

∑ Mr. CRAPO. Madam President, I am 
pleased to recognize an extraordinary 
honor bestowed upon Horace P. Axtell, 
elder of the Nimiipu, more commonly 
known as the Nez Perce Tribe. Horace 
is a 2008 recipient of the National En-
dowment for the Arts, NEA, National 
Heritage Fellowship, an annual fellow-
ship that honors American folk artists 
for contributions to American culture. 
The highest federal honor in the folk 
and traditional arts, only 10 NEA Na-
tional Heritage Fellowships are award-
ed every year. 

Horace is a Nez Perce tribal histo-
rian, storyteller, singer and drum 
maker. In fact, he is a spiritual leader 
of the Seven-Drum religion, a tradi-
tional religion of the tribes of the pla-
teau region that requires practitioners 
to memorize songs and accompany 
them on handmade drums. He still 
builds these drums in the traditional 
way, curing hides and stretching them 
over wooden frames. Spending his 
youth listening to stories of the tribal 
elders, some of whom survived the 1877 
war against the Nez Perce by the 
United States, Horace is now a re-
spected elder himself and a pipe carrier 
for his tribe, a position of great honor. 
He is the author of a memoir, the first 
one printed in over half a century by a 
Nez Perce elder. He has received nu-
merous awards including the Presi-
dent’s Medallion from the University of 
Idaho, an honorary doctorate from 
Lewis-Clark State College and the 
Washington State Historical Society 
Peace and Friendship Award. 

It is an honor for me to publicly rec-
ognize the remarkable achievements of 
Horace P. Axtell.∑ 

f 

300TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
RIDGEFIELD, CONNECTICUT 

∑ Mr. DODD. Madam President, today I 
recognize a significant milestone for 
one of the towns in my home State of 
Connecticut. This year, the town of 
Ridgefield is celebrating the 300th an-
niversary of its founding. 

Ridgefield’s heritage dates back to 
the founding of this country and the 
American Revolution. A small militia 
force led by Generals David Wooster 
and Benedict Arnold faced off here 
against a larger British force at the 
Battle of Ridgefield on April 27, 1777. 
Whether it’s the graves of the soldiers 
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on both sides of the conflict who were 
killed and are now buried together in a 
cemetery on Main Street, or the can-
non ball that remains lodged into the 
side of the Keeler Tavern, landmarks of 
this battle can still be found through-
out Ridgefield. 

This beautiful colonial town of ap-
proximately 24,000 people has histori-
cally been known as a farming commu-
nity. Today it is regularly recognized 
not only for the high quality of its 
schools and tranquility but for its 
world class restaurants and inns. Con-
sidered right after World War II as a 
potential location for the United Na-
tions secretariat building, Ridgefield 
has managed to retain its small town, 
New England charm to this day. 

The residents of Ridgefield are right-
fully proud of the town’s rich cultural 
and agricultural heritage and have or-
ganized a number of activities to cele-
brate this momentous occasion. I ask 
my colleagues to join with me in con-
gratulating my many friends among 
the good people of Ridgefield as they 
gather this year to celebrate their 
town’s three centuries of history.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ARTHUR SCHUT 

∑ Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
would like to take this time to recog-
nize Arthur J. Schut, a fellow Iowan 
who has dedicated more than 30 years 
of his life to serving the disfranchised 
in Iowa communities with his care, 
counsel and work to help individuals 
struggling with substance abuse. Ar-
thur Schut, or Art as many people 
know him, has gone above and beyond 
the call of duty, devoting his life to 
substance abuse treatment in Iowa. 
And I would like to wish him all the 
best in his future endeavors as he 
moves on from Iowa to continue his ef-
forts in other parts of the country. 

Art has worked tirelessly to provide 
substance abuse care and council 
throughout the State of Iowa. He has 
fought to minimize the negative stig-
ma surrounding those struggling to 
overcome their substance abuse by edu-
cating families, lawmakers, and the 
public. He has worked with great effort 
towards securing funding and resources 
for those with addiction and mental 
health issues. His deep passion for his 
vocation has led him to travel all 
across our great State and Nation for 
his cause, fighting on a local, State, 
and national level. 

Art earned his psychology degree 
from Central College in Pella, IA, and 
obtained his master’s in clinical psy-
chology from the State University of 
New York at Albany. After obtaining 
his degrees, he devoted all his time to 
administering substance abuse care 
throughout Iowa. He has held positions 
as treatment director, clinical direc-
tor, child psychologist, and community 
programming director in substance 
abuse agencies. He served as adjunct 
faculty at the University of Iowa, 
where he gave guest lectures and 
taught substance abuse courses. He ad-

ministers agency operations and pro-
grams in three regions of Iowa includ-
ing outpatient offices in 16 Iowa coun-
ties, a prevention unit, an employee as-
sistance program, residential treat-
ment programs and a detoxification 
unit. In addition, Art has been the 
president and chief executive officer of 
the Mid-Eastern Council on Chemical 
Abuse, MECCA, in Iowa City and Des 
Moines for the past 16 years. 

It is clear that Art Schut has a deep 
passion for treating and supporting 
those who struggle with substance 
abuse and deserves our recognition. His 
dedication and perseverance to his 
cause deserve immense respect and 
honor. Art will be deeply missed. He is 
an amazing role model, not only for his 
humanitarian efforts, but for his pas-
sion and zeal that can be seen in his de-
votion to his work. 

Iowa is losing a great leader, but we 
can rest assured that Art’s commit-
ment to his cause will never waver and 
he will continue to make leaps and 
bounds to provide substance abuse care 
and treatment no matter what obsta-
cles may stand in his way.∑ 

f 

HONORING HONOR GROUNDS LLC 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, today 
I celebrate an inventive Maine small 
business that is helping to support our 
country’s National Guard and Reserv-
ist families. Honor Grounds LLC dis-
tributes its own brand of high-quality 
coffee to convenience stores and super-
markets, and a portion of the sales go 
to helping some of our country’s most 
deserving citizens. 

Honor Grounds LLC is an enormously 
innovative project of Dan Boudreau, 
who is a longtime coffee distributor, as 
well as Catherine and John Salterio, 
principals at Consolidated Services, a 
beverage distribution consulting firm 
in Minot. Several years ago, Mr. 
Boudreau, who is a Maine Army Na-
tional Guard veteran himself, sought a 
unique avenue to give back to the 
Guard. Mr. Boudreau, together with 
the Salterios, developed a program to 
sell specially packaged Honor Grounds 
coffee and to donate some of the profits 
to assist military families. 

They launched the company earlier 
this year and report that retailers have 
demonstrated immense support for the 
initiative. In fact, Hannaford Brothers, 
one of the supermarket chains partici-
pating in the program, generously 
waived its usual stocking fee for Honor 
Grounds in recognition of the pro-
gram’s significance. They offer three 
military-themed flavors of coffee—Rev-
eille Dark, Five Star Joe, and D-Day 
Decaf. 

All donated proceeds from Honor 
Grounds go specifically to The Patriot 
Fund, which was designed to con-
centrate money in the hands of groups 
that aid America’s military personnel 
and their families. Already, Honor 
Grounds has succeeded in funding sev-
eral organizations nationwide, includ-
ing the Maine Department of Veterans 

Affairs, as well as Tee It Up For The 
Troops, a golf fundraising nonprofit 
that supports the families of disabled 
and fallen servicemembers. 

Honor Grounds coffee consists of 
choice 100 percent roasted Arabica 
beans, which translates to an excep-
tional cup of coffee. But more notably, 
each bag of Honor Grounds coffee in-
cludes the story of a member of the Na-
tional Guard or Reserves. Each biog-
raphy details the life of one of our Na-
tion’s defenders, the heroes among us. 
More than just a nice touch, these nar-
ratives provide a link between soldier 
and civilian, which makes the purchase 
of Honor Grounds coffee all the more 
meaningful. 

To expand the scope of its reach, sup-
plement its retail sales, and ultimately 
generate more funds for the Nation’s 
military families, Honor Grounds re-
cently implemented a fundraising part-
nership program. Schools, veterans and 
civic organizations, as well as other 
groups sell Honor Grounds coffee with 
their association’s logo on the box, 
thereby promoting both the group and 
Honor Grounds. Notably, Honor 
Grounds donates an extra $1.50 to that 
club’s home State military families for 
each box sold. 

Honor Grounds is not only a patriotic 
small business, but it also represents a 
truly creative approach to bolstering 
our Nation’s support of those who 
serve. With the motto of ‘‘Helping Mili-
tary Members and Their Families, One 
Cup at a Time,’’ Honor Grounds is 
seeking to reinvigorate the gratitude 
our country’s finest citizens have 
earned. I thank Mr. Boudreau and the 
Salterios for their selfless efforts, and 
wish them continued success in their 
magnificent achievement.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LELAND ROBICHAUX 

∑ Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I 
wish to acknowledge Councilman Le-
land Robichaux of Houma for his dedi-
cated service to Louisiana and the 
United States of America. I would like 
to take some time to make a few re-
marks on his accomplishments. 

Mr. Robichaux started his career in 
oilfield services in 1964, traveling the 
world with his family as a result. He 
helped found the South Central Indus-
trial Association 10 years ago, serving 
as the business organization’s presi-
dent from 2003 to 2004. Also active from 
the beginning in membership initia-
tives and infrastructure issues, he 
earned the SCIA’s Tillman Esteve 
Award last year for his contributions. 
Outside his job as a salesman for Oil 
States, an offshore oil-and-gas manu-
facturer, he traveled annually with the 
Houma-Terrebonne Chamber of Com-
merce to Washington, DC, to lobby for 
hurricane protection for the past 8 
years. 

Mr. Robichaux was elected to the 
Terrebonne Parish Council District 6 
seat last fall. He represented the par-
ishes of southwest Terrebonne, Donner, 
Gibson, parts of Bayou Black and 
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neighborhoods between La. 311 and 
Bayou Black Drive. The week before he 
was sworn into office, Mr. Robichaux 
learned he had two tumors on his 
brain, caused by cancer that started in 
his lungs. Despite his illness, he con-
tinued to serve his constituents and 
was open about his cancer diagnosis, 
and when asked about his progress, he 
shared information about his treat-
ments and his determination to press 
on. 

Leland Robichaux passed away Sun-
day, June 1. In his roughly 4 months on 
the council, he helped work on coastal- 
restoration and levee projects. He is 
survived by not only family members 
but also the grateful city of Houma and 
council who have lost a great man and 
great leader. 

Thus, today, I rise to honor a fellow 
Louisianan, Leland Robichaux, and 
thank him and his family for his dedi-
cated service to our State and Nation.∑ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 4:52 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, without amend-
ment: 

S. 254. An act to award posthumously a 
Congressional gold medal to Constantino 
Brumidi. 

S. 682. An act to award a congressional 
gold medal to Edward William Brooke III in 
recognition of his unprecedented and endur-
ing service to our Nation. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 2268. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of the centennial of the establishment 
of Mother’s Day. 

H.R. 3229. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of the legacy of the United States 
Army Infantry and the establishment of the 
National Infantry Museum and Soldier Cen-
ter. 

H.R. 6028. An act to authorize law enforce-
ment and security assistance, and assistance 
to enhance the rule of law and strengthen ci-
vilian, institutions, for Mexico and the coun-
tries of Central America, and for other pur-
poses. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 318. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of the Inter-
national Year of Sanitation. 

H. Con. Res. 332. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 60th anniversary of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights. 

H. Con. Res. 336. Concurrent resolution 
honoring the sacrifices and contributions 
made by disabled American veterans. 

H. Con. Res. 337. Concurrent resolution 
honoring Seeds of Peace for its 15th anniver-
sary as an organization promoting under-
standing, reconciliation, acceptance, coexist-
ence, and peace in the Middle East, South 
Asia, and other regions of conflict. 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2268. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of the centennial of the establishment 
of Mother’s Day; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 3229. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in commemo-
ration of the legacy of the United States 
Army Infantry and the establishment of the 
National Infantry Museum and Soldier Cen-
ter; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 6028. An act to authorize law enforce-
ment and security assistance, and assistance 
to enhance the rule of law and strengthen ci-
vilian institutions, for Mexico and the coun-
tries of Central America, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 332. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 60th anniversary of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 336. Concurrent resolution 
honoring the sacrifices and contributions 
made by disabled American veterans; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and placed on the calendar: 

H. Con. Res. 318. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of the Inter-
national Year of Sanitation. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 3118. A bill to amend titles XVIII and 
XIX of the Social Security Act to preserve 
beneficiary access to care by preventing a re-
duction in the Medicare physician fee sched-
ule, to improve the quality of care by ad-
vancing value based purchasing, electronic 
health records, and electronic prescribing, 
and to maintain and improve access to care 
in rural areas, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–6548. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Consolida-
tion of the Fruit Fly Regulations’’ (Docket 
No. APHIS–2007–0084) received on June 9, 
2008; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–6549. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of viola-
tions of the Antideficiency Act within the 
Department of the Army which have been as-
signed case number 06–08; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

EC–6550. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy, Office of the Under Secretary 

of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), trans-
mitting the report of (11) officers authorized 
to wear the insignia of the grade of rear ad-
miral (lower half) in accordance with title 
10, United States Code, section 777; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–6551. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting a report on the approved 
retirement of General Michael B. Hayden, 
United States Air Force, and his advance-
ment to the grade of general on the retired 
list; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–6552. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi-
ness), transmitting a report on the approved 
retirement of General Richard A. Cody, 
United States Army, and his advancement to 
the grade of general on the retired list; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–6553. A communication from the Fed-
eral Liaison Officer, Office of the Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘TRICARE; Certain Survivors of Deceased 
Active Duty Members; and Adoption Inter-
mediaries’’ ((RIN0720–AB07)(DoD–2006–HA– 
0194)) received on June 9, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–6554. A communication from the Dep-
uty Chief of Legislative Affairs, Department 
of the Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
notification of the department’s decision to 
convert to contract the bulk fuel storage and 
distribution functions at Marine Corps Air 
Station Miramar; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–6555. A communication from the Dep-
uty Chief of Legislative Affairs, Department 
of the Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
notification of the performance decision to 
convert to the Most Efficient Organization 
(MEO) information technology services cur-
rently performed at the Fleet Numerical Me-
teorology Oceanography Center; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC–6556. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech-
nology, and Logistics), transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report entitled, ‘‘Federally 
Funded Research and Development Center’s 
Estimated FY 2009 Staff-years of Technical 
Effort (STEs) and Estimated Funding’’; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–6557. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a certification that the retirement of a 
U–2 aircraft located at Palmdale, California, 
will not adversely impact intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance capabilities; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–6558. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a six-month report on the national 
emergency that was originally declared in 
Executive Order 13159 relative to the risk of 
nuclear proliferation created by the accumu-
lation of weapons-usable fissile material in 
the territory of the Russian Federation; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–6559. A communication from the Chair-
man, National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled, ‘‘2007 Annual Report of the National 
Credit Union Administration (NCUA)’’; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–6560. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report on the national emer-
gency with respect to the risk of nuclear pro-
liferation created by the accumulation of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the terri-
tory of the Russian Federation; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

EC–6561. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
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Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Correcting Amendment to Correct Metric 
Conversion Errors in Guideline Harvest Lev-
els for the Guided Recreational Halibut Fish-
ery’’ (RIN0648–AW82) received on June 9, 2008; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–6562. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Area 2C Charter Halibut Fishery GHL Man-
agement Measures’’ (RIN0648–AW23) received 
on June 9, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6563. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Correcting Amendment of the 50 CFR 680.40 
(J)(3)(i) and (J)(3)(ii)’’ (RIN0648–AS47) re-
ceived on June 9, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6564. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Final Rule to Amend the Crab Rationaliza-
tion Program to Implement the Magnuson- 
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act of 2006 and the Coast Guard and 
Maritime Transportation Act of 2006’’ 
(RIN0648–AV19) received on June 9, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6565. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory 
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Annual Specifications for the 2008 Pacific 
Sardine Fishing Season’’ (RIN0648–XG22) re-
ceived on June 9, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6566. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive Zone 
off Alaska; Shallow-Water Species Fishery 
by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of 
Alaska’’ (RIN0648–XI13) received on June 9, 
2008; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6567. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Yellowfin Sole by Vessels Par-
ticipating in the Amendment 80 Limited Ac-
cess Fishery in Bycatch Limitation Zone 1 of 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Manage-
ment Area’’ (RIN0648–XI14) received on June 
9, 2008; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6568. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Inseason Trip Limit Reduction for the Com-
mercial Fishery for Golden Tilefish for the 
2008 Fishing Year’’ (RIN0648–XI05) received 
on June 9, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6569. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Operations, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Rescind 
Longline Pot Gear Closure in Bering Sea 
During June; Allow Temporary Military 
Transfers of Individual Fishing Quota’’ 

(RIN0648–AV64) received on June 9, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6570. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Bureau Chief, Public Safety and Home-
land Security Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Improving 
Public Safety Communications in the 800 
MHz Band: New 800 MHz Band Plan for U.S.- 
Canada Border Regions’’ (WT Docket No. 02– 
55) received on June 9, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6571. A communication from the Legal 
Advisor, Wireless Telecommunication Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Implementation of Sections 
309 (j) and 337 of the Communications Act of 
1934 as Amended; Promotion of Spectrum Ef-
ficient Technologies on Certain Part 90 Fre-
quencies’’ (WT Docket No. 99–87) received on 
June 9, 2008; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6572. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘47 C.F.R. 
Section 73.622(i)—DTV Table of Allotments’’ 
(DA 08–1185) received on June 9, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6573. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Congressional Affairs, U.S. Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Regulatory Improvements to the Nuclear 
Materials Management Safety and Safe-
guards System’’ (RIN3150–AH85) received on 
June 9, 2008; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–6574. A communication from the Chief 
of the Trade and Commercial Regulations 
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Articles Assembled Abroad: Oper-
ations Incidental to the Assembly Process’’ 
(RIN1505–AB90) received on June 9, 2008; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–6575. A communication from the Chief 
of the Trade and Commercial Regulations 
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Dominican Republic—Central Amer-
ica—United States Free Trade Agreement’’ 
(RIN1505–AB84) received on June 9, 2008; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–6576. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the presidential determination re-
quired to suspend the limitation on the obli-
gation of State Department Appropriations 
contained in the Jerusalem Embassy Act of 
1995, along with an accompanying report; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–6577. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to the Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as 
amended, the report of the texts and back-
ground statements of international agree-
ments, other than treaties (List 2008–84— 
2008–93); to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

EC–6578. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director for Operations, Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘By-
laws of the Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
poration’’ (29 CFR Part 4002) received on 
June 9, 2008; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–6579. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director for Operations, Pension Benefit 

Guaranty Corporation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Allocation of Assets in Single- 
Employer Plans; Interest Assumptions for 
Valuing and Paying Benefits’’ (29 CFR Parts 
4022 and 4044) received on June 9, 2008; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–6580. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulating Services, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita-
tive Services, Department of Education, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Rehabilitation Training— 
Rehabilitation Continuing Education Pro-
gram’’ (73 FR 5179) received on June 9, 2008; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–6581. A communication from the Acting 
Administrator, General Services Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the Of-
fice of Inspector General’s Semiannual Re-
port for the period of October 1, 2007, through 
March 31, 2008; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6582. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Office of In-
spector General’s Semiannual Report for the 
period of October 1, 2007, through March 31, 
2008; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6583. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Office of Inspector General’s 
Semiannual Report for the period of October 
1, 2007, through March 31, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6584. A communication from the Chair-
man and President, Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Office of Inspector General’s Semi-
annual Report for the period of October 1, 
2007, through March 31, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–6585. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled, ‘‘Review of 
the District’s Cash Advance Fund’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. DEMINT, Mr. ENZI, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. THUNE, Mr. 
VITTER, and Mr. VOINOVICH): 

S. 3111. A bill to implement equal protec-
tion under the 14th article of amendment to 
the Constitution for the right of life of each 
born and preborn human person; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ENZI: 
S. 3112. A bill to reauthorize the Javits- 

Wagner-O’Day Act and the Randolph- 
Sheppard Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mrs. DOLE (for herself and Mr. 
BURR): 

S. 3113. A bill to reinstate the Interim 
Management Strategy governing off-road ve-
hicle use in the Cape Hatteras National Sea-
shore, North Carolina, pending the issuance 
of a final rule for off-road vehicle use by the 
National Park Service; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 
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By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr. 

BROWNBACK, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
HAGEL): 

S. 3114. A bill to provide safeguards against 
faulty asylum procedures, to improve condi-
tions of detention for detainees, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. BROWN): 

S. 3115. A bill to amend title I of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974, title XXVII of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to prohibit preexisting condition exclu-
sions for children in group health plans and 
health insurance coverage in the group and 
individual markets; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 3116. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to stabilize and mod-
ernize the provision of partial hospitaliza-
tion services under the Medicare program, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself and Ms. 
LANDRIEU): 

S. 3117. A bill to apply an alternative pay-
ment amount under the Medicare program 
for certain graduate medical education pro-
grams established to train residents dis-
placed by natural disasters; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. KYL, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
SUNUNU, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. BURR, Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 3118. A bill to amend titles XVIII and 
XIX of the Social Security Act to preserve 
beneficiary access to care by preventing a re-
duction in the Medicare physician fee sched-
ule, to improve the quality of care by ad-
vancing value based purchasing, electronic 
health records, and electronic prescribing, 
and to maintain and improve access to care 
in rural areas, and for other purposes; read 
the first time. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BROWN: 
S. Res. 591. A resolution recognizing the 

National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (NASA) for the historic touchdown of 
the Phoenix Mars Lander during its 50th an-
niversary year; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. BYRD, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. CRAIG, Mrs. DOLE, 
and Mr. ISAKSON): 

S. Con. Res. 89. A concurrent resolution au-
thorizing Frank Woodruff Buckles to lie in 
honor in the rotunda of the Capitol upon his 
death; to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 1418 

At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1418, a bill to provide assistance to im-
prove the health of newborns, children, 
and mothers in developing countries, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1437 

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 1437, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the semicentennial 
of the enactment of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. 

S. 1810 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1810, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to increase 
the provision of scientifically sound in-
formation and support services to pa-
tients receiving a positive test diag-
nosis for Down syndrome or other pre-
natally and postnatally diagnosed con-
ditions. 

S. 1921 
At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 

of the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
WICKER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1921, a bill to amend the American Bat-
tlefield Protection Act of 1996 to ex-
tend the authorization for that Act, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1995 
At the request of Mr. SALAZAR, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1995, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce the 
tax on beer to its pre-1991 level. 

S. 2059 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2059, a bill to amend the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993 to clarify the 
eligibility requirements with respect 
to airline flight crews. 

S. 2279 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
OBAMA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2279, a bill to combat international vio-
lence against women and girls. 

S. 2319 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. DOLE) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2319, a bill to ensure the con-
tinued and future availability of life 
saving trauma health care in the 
United States and to prevent further 
trauma center closures and downgrades 
by assisting trauma centers with un-
compensated care costs, core mission 
services, and emergency needs. 

S. 2465 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2465, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to include all pub-
lic clinics for the distribution of pedi-
atric vaccines under the Medicaid pro-
gram. 

S. 2544 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2544, a bill to provide for 
a program of temporary extended un-
employment compensation. 

S. 2630 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 2630, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish a Fed-
eral grant program to provide in-
creased health care coverage to and ac-
cess for uninsured and underinsured 
workers and families in the commer-
cial fishing industry, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2668 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. NELSON) and the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2668, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
move cell phones from listed property 
under section 280F. 

S. 2708 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2708, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to attract 
and retain trained health care profes-
sionals and direct care workers dedi-
cated to providing quality care to the 
growing population of older Americans. 

S. 2838 
At the request of Mr. MARTINEZ, the 

names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2838, a bill to amend 
chapter 1 of title 9 of United States 
Code with respect to arbitration. 

S. 2907 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2907, a 
bill to establish uniform administra-
tive and enforcement procedures and 
penalties for the enforcement of the 
High Seas Driftnet Fishing Morato-
rium Protection Act and similar stat-
utes, and for other purposes. 

S. 2932 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2932, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to reauthor-
ize the poison center national toll-free 
number, national media campaign, and 
grant program to provide assistance for 
poison prevention, sustain the funding 
of poison centers, and enhance the pub-
lic health of people of the United 
States. 

S. 2938 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2938, a bill to amend titles 10 and 
38, United States Code, to improve edu-
cational assistance for members of the 
Armed Forces and veterans in order to 
enhance recruitment and retention for 
the Armed Forces, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2955 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2955, a bill to authorize funds 
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to the Local Initiatives Support Cor-
poration to carry out its Community 
Safety Initiative. 

S. 2979 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2979, a bill to exempt 
the African National Congress from 
treatment as a terrorist organization, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 3038 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 3038, a bill to amend 
part E of title IV of the Social Security 
Act to extend the adoption incentives 
program, to authorize States to estab-
lish a relative guardianship program, 
to promote the adoption of children 
with special needs, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 3070 
At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 

names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY) and the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. SNOWE) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 3070, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the centennial of 
the Boy Scouts of America, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 3098 
At the request of Mrs. DOLE, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3098, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend certain ex-
piring provisions, and for other pur-
poses. 

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3098, supra. 

S. 3101 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3101, a bill to amend titles 
XVIII and XIX of the Social Security 
Act to extend expiring provisions under 
the Medicare program, to improve ben-
eficiary access to preventive and men-
tal health services, to enhance low-in-
come benefit programs, and to main-
tain access to care in rural areas, in-
cluding pharmacy access, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 3103 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3103, a bill to amend the Iran, 
North Korea, and Syria nonprolifera-
tion Act to allow certain extraordinary 
payments in connection with the Inter-
national Space Station. 

S. 3108 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON) and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 3108, a bill to require 
the President to call a White House 
Conference on Food and Nutrition. 

S.J. RES. 37 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 

DURBIN) and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) were added as co-
sponsors of S.J. Res. 37, a joint resolu-
tion expressing the sense of Congress 
that the United States should sign the 
Declaration of the Oslo Conference on 
Cluster Munitions and future instru-
ments banning cluster munitions that 
cause unacceptable harm to civilians. 

S. CON. RES. 82 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. ISAKSON) and the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) were added as 
cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 82, a concur-
rent resolution supporting the Local 
Radio Freedom Act. 

S. RES. 273 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 273, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate that the 
United States Postal Service should 
issue a semipostal stamp to support 
medical research relating to Alz-
heimer’s disease. 

S. RES. 300 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 300, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Mac-
edonia (FYROM) should stop the utili-
zation of materials that violate provi-
sions of the United Nations-brokered 
Interim Agreement between FYROM 
and Greece regarding ‘‘hostile activi-
ties or propaganda’’ and should work 
with the United Nations and Greece to 
achieve longstanding United States 
and United Nations policy goals of 
finding a mutually-acceptable official 
name for FYROM. 

S. RES. 576 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 576, a resolution des-
ignating August 2008 as ‘‘Digital Tele-
vision Transition Awareness Month’’. 

S. RES. 580 
At the request of Mr. BAYH, the name 

of the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
CONRAD) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 580, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on preventing Iran 
from acquiring a nuclear weapons capa-
bility. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ENZI: 
S. 3112. A bill to reauthorize the Jav-

its-Wagner-O’Day Act and the Ran-
dolph-Sheppard Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise today 
to introduce the Javits-Wagner-O’Day 
and Randolph-Sheppard Modernization 
Act of 2008. This legislation was drafted 
after thousands of hours were spent lis-
tening to the concerns of persons with 
disabilities and other affected parties. 

The Randolph-Sheppard Act, enacted 
in 1936, gives persons who are legally 
blind training, support and contracting 
priority to fulfill certain Government 
food service contracts. 

The Wagner-O’Day Act, enacted in 
1938, required the Federal Government 
to make certain commodities pur-
chases from organizations, 75 percent 
of whose direct laborers were blind. In 
1971, Senator Jacob Javits fought to in-
clude individuals with other severe dis-
abilities in the law. The amended law— 
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act—now re-
quires the Federal Government to pur-
chase over 11,000 commodities from or-
ganizations, 75 percent of whose work-
ers have a severe disability. 

Javits-Wagner-O’Day and Randolph- 
Sheppard are the two main Federal em-
ployment and training programs for 
persons with significant disabilities. 
Congress has paid them little atten-
tion, and has not revised them, since 
their creation. 

Beginning in 2003, Randolph- 
Sheppard and JWOD stakeholders ap-
proached Congress to seek our atten-
tion and help. Each group complained 
the other was getting too big a share of 
lucrative military dining contracts. 

In 2003 and 2004, the offices of Sen-
ators GREGG, KENNEDY, ENSIGN and 
DODD tried to informally mediate. Nei-
ther the blind vendors nor the JWOD 
vendors would budge. The dispute in-
tensified in the courts and in Congress, 
with each side accusing the other of 
waste, fraud and abuse. 

When I assumed the chairmanship of 
the HELP Committee in 2005, I decided 
to honor the stakeholders’ long-
standing request, and investigate their 
claims. My staff’s initial findings were 
troubling, so I worked with my good 
friend Senator KENNEDY to hold a bi-
partisan oversight hearing. 

Our hearing, in October 2005, docu-
mented several troubling facts. First 
and foremost, we discovered that the 
programs had produced bad quan-
titative results for persons with dis-
abilities. There are about 15 million 
unemployed persons with disabilities 
between the ages of 16 and 64. Javits- 
Wagner-O’Day and Randolph-Sheppard 
together had created only about 48,000 
jobs. Clearly we can—and must—do 
much better. 

Second, the programs had stayed the 
same while the law, technology, com-
mercial customs and social norms had 
changed dramatically over the past 
decades. Since JWOD was enacted, Con-
gress, through the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act, ADA, Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, IDEA and 
Rehabilitation Act reauthorizations of 
1992 and 1998, had mandated equal ac-
cess, inclusion, choice, anti-discrimina-
tion and control by individuals with 
disabilities over their own lives. The 
Supreme Court in its Olmstead deci-
sion held that the unnecessary segrega-
tion of individuals with disabilities was 
an impermissible form of discrimina-
tion. Corporate good citizens such as 
Marriott had taken a leadership role in 
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the community to employ persons with 
severe disabilities in integrated work 
settings. New technologies made it pos-
sible for persons who were legally blind 
to use the Internet. These and count-
less other examples highlight how Ran-
dolph-Sheppard and JWOD had become 
ancient statutes. The world had 
changed dramatically since 1971. Per-
sons with disabilities needed and de-
served better treatment than the law 
was providing. 

Third, regulatory neglect had given 
rise to waste, fraud and abuse. The 
Randolph-Sheppard program was sup-
posed to create good jobs and increased 
opportunities for the many persons 
who are blind. Instead, we found that 38 
blind vendors were taking the lion’s 
share of profits from huge military caf-
eteria contracts with an approximate 
total dollar value of $1.203 billion. Just 
as troublesome was the fact that less 
than 5 percent of the employees hired 
to fulfill those contracts were actually 
blind. In addition, we found nonprofit 
executives were using JWOD to exploit 
persons with disabilities for improper 
financial gain. The FBI and other Fed-
eral law enforcement officials raided a 
Texas JWOD nonprofit and discovered 
some shocking abuses that underscored 
the need for Congress to act. 

In 2006, I worked with Senators KEN-
NEDY, ENSIGN, DODD, BURR, CLINTON, 
ISAKSON, REED, HATCH, HARKIN, ROB-
ERTS, MIKULSKI, COBURN, BINGAMAN, 
COLLINS, and OBAMA to develop solu-
tions to these problems. The HELP 
Committee staff spent thousands of 
hours meeting with hundreds of stake-
holders, and listening to their ideas 
about how to fix these programs. Then 
we drafted this legislation. 

In 2007, the momentum we had set in 
motion for a reauthorization bill 
stalled and other priorities began to 
take precedence. I continued to talk to 
and work with all of the stakeholders 
we could find, including those rep-
resenting small business. 

Recent events put these issues back 
on the front burner where they belong. 
On April 15, the Department of Defense 
and Department of Education Inspec-
tors General collaborated on a report, 
‘‘Assessment of Contracting With Blind 
Vendors and Employers of Persons Who 
Are Blind or Have Other Severe Dis-
abilities.’’ In addition, the Committee 
for Purchase From People Who Are 
Blind or Severely Disabled—the prin-
cipal regulator of the JWOD program— 
proposed modest tweaks to its author-
izing statute. I sincerely applaud the 
Committee for their hard work in com-
ing up with consensus fixes, but its 
proposal does not go nearly far enough. 

As an alternative, I have updated the 
bill that the bipartisan HELP Com-
mittee produced in collaboration with 
stakeholder groups in 2006. It fulfills 
the promise I made to the disability 
community to try to solve the prob-
lems we found. The bill vitalizes and 
expands both programs. It creates 
much more flexibility to provide real 
job training and real skill development 

so persons with disabilities can develop 
marketable skills and make meaning-
ful career choices. The bill also empow-
ers a strong regulator to police both 
programs and make sure workers are 
no longer exploited. 

Finally, I have tried to stay out of 
the military dining facility debate for 
years. But it has become a significant 
distraction to our military. Accord-
ingly, this bill establishes an even 
playing field in a way that will be clear 
and easy for the military to administer 
and participants in the process to un-
derstand. 

Our main goal here is to create more 
and better jobs for persons with dis-
abilities. My bill moves us in the direc-
tion Congress should take to modify 
these two important programs. I look 
forward to continued discussions with 
my colleagues and the stakeholders on 
all these issues. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 3118. A bill to amend titles XVIII 
and XIX of the Social Security Act to 
preserve beneficiary access to care by 
preventing a reduction in the Medicare 
physician fee schedule, to improve the 
quality of care by advancing value 
based purchasing, electronic health 
records, and electronic prescribing, and 
to maintain and improve access to care 
in rural areas, and for other purposes; 
read the first time. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today the Pre-
serving Access to Medicare Act of 2008. 

If we do not act very quickly, the 
physicians who treat Medicare patients 
will face a 10.6 percent pay cut, effec-
tive July 1. 

It is not in the best interest of Amer-
ica’s seniors who depend on Medicare 
for their doctors to take such a signifi-
cant cut. 

Such a dramatic cut will affect ac-
cess that seniors have to their doctors. 

The bill we are introducing today 
provides a 0.5 percent physician update 
for the remainder of 2008 and a 1.1 per-
cent update for 2009. 

This increase is identical to the one 
the majority is looking to proceed to 
tomorrow. 

Preserving access to health care for 
Medicare beneficiaries is a first pri-
ority, but it is not the only thing we 
are accomplishing in this bill. 

The bill will also improve the quality 
of care in Medicare. It increases the 
physician quality reporting bonus from 
1.5 percent to 2 percent for 2009 and 
2010. 

The bill retains the Physician Assist-
ance and Quality Improvement (PAQI) 
fund to specifically help avert future 
physician cuts. 

It promotes value-based purchasing, 
e-prescribing, and electronic health 
records. 

It includes a responsible rural pack-
age, including a rural home health add- 
on payment. 

It returns the ownership of oxygen 
equipment to the supplier, not the ben-
eficiary. 

The bill extends section 1011 of the 
Medicare Modernization Act for two 
years at a total of $400 million. 

It phases out the duplicative Indirect 
Medical Education payments from 
Medicare Advantage. 

The bill makes reforms to Medicare 
Advantage marketing practices to curb 
abusive activities. It requires all MA 
plans to report on quality. 

I also want to devote a moment to 
what the bill we are introducing today 
does not do. 

Unlike the bill the majority wants to 
proceed to tomorrow, the bill we are 
introducing today does not make cuts 
to payments for power wheelchairs. 

Unlike the bill the majority wants to 
proceed to tomorrow, the bill we are 
introducing today does not reduce pay-
ments for oxygen. 

Unlike the bill the majority wants to 
proceed to tomorrow, the bill we are 
introducing today does not make large, 
unwarranted cuts to Medicare Advan-
tage, altering policy decisions designed 
to maximize patient choice. 

Unlike the bill the majority wants to 
proceed to tomorrow, the bill we are 
introducing today does not eliminate 
the PAQI fund, which Congress specifi-
cally created to help avert future phy-
sician cuts. 

Unlike the bill the majority wants to 
proceed to tomorrow, the bill we are 
introducing today does not expand eli-
gibility for low-income Medicare pro-
grams, which would increase long-term 
entitlement spending and expand cov-
erage under an already unsustainable 
program. 

While well intentioned, this is not 
the right time for entitlement expan-
sions like this. 

The Medicare program is headed for a 
fiscal crisis that demands comprehen-
sive reform. 

Many would also like to add income- 
relating Part D subsidies to this bill as 
well. That change would make high in-
come seniors shoulder a greater share 
of their Part D premium just like al-
ready happens today with premiums 
under Part B of Medicare. 

These kind of changes need to be 
done. The other side has told us that 
they cannot support increasing pre-
miums on high income seniors in order 
to provide greater assistance to lower 
income seniors. 

Many on our side are disappointed by 
their position. 

So it seems we will need to reserve 
those reforms on premiums until we 
are working on comprehensive Medi-
care reform in some future bill. 

Finally, let me turn to the most crit-
ical difference between the bill we are 
introducing today and the bill the ma-
jority wants to proceed to tomorrow. 

The bill we are introducing today can 
be signed into law. The President will 
sign our bill. 

The bill the majority wants to pro-
ceed to tomorrow—if it somehow were 
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to make it to the President’s desk— 
will be vetoed. 

Republicans were not the ones that 
walked away from the negotiations and 
put a timely outcome of this effort in 
jeopardy. 

I am ready to sit down on a bipar-
tisan basis to find a compromise that 
protects seniors’ access to Medicare 
and that can be signed into law. 

Today we are introducing a bill that 
accomplishes that. 

Tomorrow we are voting to proceed 
to a bill that does not. 

I hope we can move beyond this polit-
ical exercise soon to accomplish what 
seniors are counting on us to do. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a bill summary be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be placed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PRESERVING ACCESS TO MEDICARE ACT OF 2008 

TITLE I—MEDICARE IMPROVEMENTS 
Subtitle A—Craig Thomas Rural Hospital 

and Provider Equity Act of 2008 
SEC. 101. TEMPORARY IMPROVEMENTS TO THE 

MEDICARE INPATIENT HOSPITAL PAYMENT AD-
JUSTMENT FOR LOW-VOLUME HOSPITALS 
In FY2009 hospitals that are located more 

than 15 road miles from another comparable 
hospital and have 2,000 discharges of individ-
uals entitled to or enrolled for Medicare Part 
A benefits would receive a low-volume pay-
ment adjustment for Medicare inpatient hos-
pital services. The Secretary would deter-
mine the applicable percentage increase 
using a linear sliding scale ranging from 25 
percent for low-volume hospitals below a 
certain threshold to no adjustment for hos-
pitals with greater than 2,000 discharges of 
individuals with Medicare Part A benefits. 

SECTION 102. IMPROVEMENT TO THE MEDICARE 
DEPENDENT HOSPITAL (MDH) PROGRAM 

For discharges in FY 2009, MDH payments 
would not be adjusted for area wages unless 
it would result in improved payments. 

SECTION 103. AMBULANCE SERVICES 
Provides for an add-on payment for ground 

ambulance services of 3 percent in rural 
areas and 2 percent in urban areas for the pe-
riod July 1, 2008–December 31, 2009. Provides 
an 18 month hold harmless for air ambulance 
areas previously designated as rural and 
clarifies the medically necessary require-
ment for air ambulance services. 
SECTION 104. EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF 

MEDICARE FLEX PROGRAM 
The provision would extend the Medicare 

Rural Hospital Flexibility Grant Program 
through FY2010, increases authorization for 
appropriations and provides for grants for 
quality improvement and performance meas-
urement activities. 

SECTION 105. REBASING FOR SOLE COMMUNITY 
HOSPITALS (SCHS) 

Starting for discharges on January 1, 2009, 
SCHs would be able to elect payment based 
on their FY2006 hospital-specific payment 
amount per discharge. 
SECTION 106. EXTENSION AND EXPANSION OF THE 

MEDICARE HOSPITAL OUTPATIENT DEPART-
MENT HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION FOR SMALL 
RURAL HOSPITALS 
The provision would establish that in CY 

2009, small rural hospitals, including Medi-
care Dependent Hospitals and Sole Commu-
nity Hospitals under 100 beds, would receive 
85 percent of the difference between pay-
ments made under the Medicare Hospital 

Outpatient Prospective Payment System and 
those made under the prior reimbursement 
system. 
SECTION 107. CLARIFICATION OF PAYMENT FOR 

CLINICAL LABORATORY TESTS FURNISHED BY 
CRITICAL ACCESS HOSPITALS (CAHS) 
Under this provision, clinical diagnostic 

laboratory services furnished by a CAH 
starting in July 1, 2009 would be reimbursed 
at 101 percent of costs as outpatient hospital 
services without regard to whether the speci-
men was collected from a patient of the CAH 
so long as the individual from whom the 
specimen was collected was in the same 
county as the CAH. 

SECTION 108. EXTENSION OF FLOOR ON WORK 
GPCI 

Extends for eighteen months the work geo-
graphic index (GPCI) floor of 1.0 through De-
cember 31, 2009. 

SECTION 109. EXTENSION OF TREATMENT OF 
CERTAIN PHYSICIAN PATHOLOGY SERVICES 

Extends for eighteen months the provision 
that allows independent laboratories to con-
tinue to bill Medicare directly for the tech-
nical component of certain physician pathol-
ogy services provided to hospitals as author-
ized by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 
through December 31, 2009. 
SECTION 110. ADDING HOSPITAL-BASED RENAL DI-

ALYSIS CENTERS AS ORIGINATING SITES FOR 
TELEHEALTH SERVICES 
The provision would permit a hospital- 

based or critical access hospital-based renal 
dialysis center (including satellites) to be an 
originating site for the provision of tele-
health services as of January 1, 2009. 
SECTION 111. ADDING SKILLED NURSING FACILI-

TIES AS ORIGINATING SITES FOR TELEHEALTH 
SERVICES 
The provision would permit otherwise 

qualifying skilled nursing facilities to be an 
originating site for the provision of tele-
health services as of January 1, 2009. 

SECTION 112. APPLYING RURAL HOME HEALTH 
ADD-ON POLICY FOR 2009 

Reinstates the five percent home health 
add-on payment for rural home health agen-
cies in 2009. 

Subtitle B—Other Provisions Related to 
Part A 

SECTION 121. EXTENSION OF RECLASSIFICATION 
OF CERTAIN HOSPITALS UNDER THE MEDICARE 
PROGRAM 
Extends until September 30, 2009, provi-

sions that have allowed certain hospitals to 
be eligible for wage index reclassification 
that were otherwise unable to qualify for ad-
ministrative wage index reclassification. 
SECTION 122. INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE STUDY AND 

REPORT ON POST-ACUTE CARE 
Requires the Secretary would enter into a 

contract with the Institute of Medicine 
(IOM) of the National Academy of Sciences 
to conduct a study on short-term and long- 
term steps to reform Medicare’s current 
post-acute care payment and delivery sys-
tem. 

SECTION 123. REVOCATION OF UNIQUE DEEMING 
AUTHORITY OF THE JOINT COMMISSION 

This provision would revoke the unique 
statutory authority granted to the Joint 
Commission of Healthcare Organizations 
(JCAHO) to accredit hospitals for participa-
tion in Medicare. Hospitals, like other Medi-
care provider entities, would be accredited 
by national accrediting organizations ap-
proved by the Secretary. The Secretary 
would have the authority to recognize 
JCAHO as a national accreditation body. 

SECTION 124. MEDPAC STUDY AND REPORT ON 
HOSPICE CARE 

The provision would require the Medicare 
Payment Advisory Commission (MedPAC) to 

submit a report to Congress on payments for 
hospice services. The report should include 
recommendations for potential changes in 
payment methodologies, including revisions 
to the aggregate cap. 

SECTION 125. INTRODUCING THE PRINCIPLES OF 
VALUE-BASED HEALTH CARE INTO THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM 

The provision would require the Secretary 
to design and implement a system under 
which a portion of Medicare provider pay-
ments for hospitals would be based on the 
quality of provider performance. 

Subtitle C—Other Provisions Relating to 
Part B 

SECTION 131. PHYSICIAN PAYMENT UPDATE 

Replaces the scheduled 10.1 percent cut to 
the Medicare physician reimbursement rate 
with an 18-month update. Continues the 0.5 
percent increase through December 31, 2008 
and provides an additional 1.1 percent update 
for 2009 as recommended by the Medicare 
Payment Advisory Commission (MedPAC). 
Revises the Physician Assistance and Qual-
ity Initiative fund in 2013 and deposits excess 
savings to help fund a physician update in 
subsequent years. 

QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS 

Extends and improves the physician qual-
ity reporting system through 2010 and in-
creases PQRI incentive payments to 2.0 per-
cent in 2009 and 2010. Requires Secretary to 
accept aggregate data from group practices 
on PQRI measures that target high-cost 
chronic conditions and preventive care. In-
cludes changes enacted in MMSEA to allow 
reporting on groups of measures for certain 
conditions, alternative reporting periods, 
and reporting via registries. Includes audiol-
ogists as eligible professionals for PQRI. Re-
quires the Secretary to establish a confiden-
tial physician feedback program regarding 
resource use as of 2009. Requires the Sec-
retary to develop a value-based purchasing 
plan for physicians and other professionals 
and submit a report to Congress. 

SECTION 132. INCENTIVES FOR ELECTRONIC 
PRESCRIBING 

Provides positive incentive payments for 
the use of a qualified e-prescribing system by 
eligible professionals from 2009 through 2013. 
Requires the use of a qualified e-prescribing 
system in 2010 and reduces payment for eligi-
ble physicians who fail to use e-prescribing 
beginning in 2011. Incentive payments are 
based on allowed charges for all covered 
Medicare services. Allows for significant 
hardship exceptions, such as professionals in 
rural areas without sufficient Internet ac-
cess, and excludes those who write a small 
number of prescriptions. 

SECTION 133. INCREASING THE NUMBER OF SITES 
FOR ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORDS DEM-
ONSTRATION 

Provides funding for a demonstration 
project on electronic health records. 

SECTION 134. PRIMARY CARE IMPROVEMENTS 

Establishes new Physician Scarcity Area 
incentive payments for primary care services 
furnished in Physician Scarcity Areas, as of 
January 1, 2011. Expands the Medicare Med-
ical Home Demonstration Project estab-
lished in the Tax Relief and Health Care Act 
of 2006. Authorizes the Secretary to expand 
the duration and scope of the project if cer-
tain quality of care or spending conditions 
are met and provides additional funding. Re-
applies the budget-neutrality adjustment to 
the conversion factor rather than to work 
relative value units with respect to the most 
recent 5-year review of work RVUs, effective 
January 1, 2009. 
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SECTION 135. MEDICARE ANESTHESIA TEACHING 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 

Eliminates the 50 percent teaching rule 
and requires CMS to provide 100 percent pay-
ment for teaching anesthesiologists. Re-
quires payment for teaching certified reg-
istered nurse anesthetists to be consistent 
with adjustments made for teaching anesthe-
siologists. 

SECTION 136. MEDICARE COORDINATED CARE 
PRACTICE RESEARCH NETWORK DEMONSTRATION 

Requires the Secretary to establish a dem-
onstration project to test best practices and 
innovative coordinated care projects for 
Medicare beneficiaries with multiple chronic 
conditions, no later than October 1, 2009. 
Sites include organizations which were par-
ticipants in the Medicare Coordinated Care 
Demonstration project and may include 
other organizations as determined by the 
Secretary. 

SECTION 137. IMAGING ACCREDITATION, APPRO-
PRIATENESS, AND DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 

Requires that facilities and other providers 
who furnish the technical component of ad-
vanced diagnostic imaging services (MRI, 
CT, and nuclear medicine, including PET) be 
accredited as of January 1, 2012. Establishes 
an accreditation process and requires the 
Secretary to designate accreditation organi-
zations as of January 1, 2010. 

Establishes a two-year demonstration 
project to be implemented by January 1, 2010 
to assess the appropriate use of advanced di-
agnostic imaging services by collecting data 
regarding physician compliance with clinical 
appropriateness criteria. Requires referring 
physician to disclose ownership interest and 
provide beneficiary with a list of providers. 

SECTION 138. ACCOMMODATION OF PHYSICIANS 
ORDERED TO ACTIVE DUTY IN THE ARMED 
SERVICES. 

Makes permanent a provision permitting 
physicians in the armed services to engage in 
substitute billing arrangements for longer 
than 60 days when they are ordered to active 
duty. 

SECTION 139. EXTENSION OF EXCEPTIONS 
PROCESS FOR MEDICARE THERAPY CAPS 

Ensures Medicare beneficiaries access to 
therapy services through December 31, 2009. 

SECTION 140. SPEECH-LANGUAGE PATHOLOGY 
SERVICES 

Allows speech-language pathologists prac-
ticing independently to bill Medicare di-
rectly for their services. 

SECTION 141. COVERAGE OF ITEMS AND SERVICES 
UNDER CARDIAC PULMONARY REHABILITATION 
PROGRAMS 

The provision would provide coverage for 
items and services furnished under a cardiac 
rehabilitation program or under a pul-
monary rehabilitation program within the 
definition of covered medical and other 
health services, as of January 1, 2009. 

SECTION 142. REPEAL OF TRANSFER OF 
OWNERSHIP OF OXYGEN EQUIPMENT 

Repeals title transfer after 36 months and 
allows oxygen suppliers to retain ownership 
of oxygen equipment, effective January 1, 
2009. 

SECTION 143. EXTENSION OF PAYMENT RULE FOR 
BRACHYTHERAPY AND RADIOPHARMACEUTICALS 

Extends the current ‘‘charges to cost’’ 
methodology which provides a separate pay-
ment for brachytherapy services and thera-
peutic radiopharmaceuticals. 

SECTION 144. CLINICAL LABORATORY TESTS 

Repeals the competitive bidding dem-
onstration program for clinical laboratory 
services. Reduces payments for clinical lab-
oratory tests by ¥0.5% for 2009–2013. 

SECTION 145. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DELAYED 
IMPLEMENTATION OF DMEPOS COMPETITIVE 
BIDDING PROGRAM 
Implementation of competitive bidding for 

durable medical equipment, prosthetics, 
orthotics, and supplies should be delayed by 
18 months to address concerns and ensure 
beneficiaries continued access to quality 
medical equipment and supplies. 

Subtitle D—End Stage Renal Disease 
Program Reforms 

SECTION 151. KIDNEY DISEASE EDUCATION AND 
AWARENESS PROVISIONS 

Establishes pilot projects to increase 
awareness of chronic kidney disease in at 
least three states. Provides coverage of kid-
ney disease patient education services fur-
nished by qualified providers to those requir-
ing dialysis or a kidney transplant con-
sisting of comprehensive information on 
managing comorbidities, preventing com-
plications, and explaining options for renal 
replacement therapy, including home dialy-
sis. 

SECTION 152. RENAL DIALYSIS PROVISIONS 
Provides a 1.0 percent update to the com-

posite rate for renal dialysis services as of 
January 1, 2009, and another 1.0 percent up-
date as of January 1, 2010. Creates a site-neu-
tral composite rate for dialysis services fur-
nished on or after January 1,2009 to equalize 
payments for hospital outpatient depart-
ments providing dialysis services and free-
standing dialysis facilities. 

Establishes a fully bundled payment sys-
tem for renal dialysis services, effective Jan-
uary 1, 2011, for dialysis and related drugs, 
laboratory tests, and other items and serv-
ices furnished to individuals for the treat-
ment of end stage renal disease (ESRD). Es-
tablishes an annual update for providers and 
renal dialysis facilities (of MB minus 1.0 per-
cent) as of 2012. Requires case mix adjusters 
as well as additional payments for high cost 
outliers and costs incurred by rural, low vol-
ume providers and facilities. Allows other 
payment adjustments the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate, such as pediatric and 
rural add-on payments. Provides an optional 
four year phase-in to bundling for providers 
and facilities, trom 2011 to 2014. 

Establishes a quality incentive program 
for providers and renal dialysis facilities, ef-
fective January 1, 2012. Requires that pro-
viders of ESRD services and renal dialysis fa-
cilities meet performance standards with re-
spect to renal dialysis measures endorsed by 
a consensus-based organization. 

Subtitle E—Provisions Relating to Part C 
SECTION 161. PHASE-OUT OF INDIRECT MEDICARE 

EDUCATION PAYMENTS FROM PAYMENTS TO 
MEDICARE ADVANTAGE PLANS 
Phases out inclusion of payments for indi-

rect medical education (IME) in Medicare 
Advantage payments. The IME payments are 
phased out by reducing the Medicare Advan-
tage payment rate by .6 percent each year 
until the amount accounted for by IME is ex-
hausted. 

SECTION 162. REVISIONS TO QUALITY 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

Requires Medicare Advantage private fee- 
for-service (PFFS) plans and MSA plans to 
submit data for quality analysis and report-
ing, whether the services are provided under 
contract or not. Specifies that to the extent 
services are provided by non-contracted pro-
viders, the data required for analysis and re-
porting on quality is limited to administra-
tive data and beneficiary survey data. 
SECTION 163. REVISIONS RELATING TO SPECIAL-

IZED MEDICARE ADVANTAGE PLANS FOR SPE-
CIAL NEEDS INDIVIDUALS 
Extends the authority of specialized plans 

to target enrollment to certain populations 

through 2009. Lifts the moratorium on new 
plans and expanded service areas for special 
needs plans serving institutionalized popu-
lations and beneficiaries who are eligible for 
both Medicare and Medicaid (‘‘dual-eligi-
bles’’). All special needs plans must meet ad-
ditional requirements; 90 percent of new en-
rollment for all plans would have to be spe-
cial needs individuals and special needs plans 
would have to have models of care targeted 
to the special needs populations they served. 
Special needs plans for dual Medicare- and 
Medicaid-eligibles would have three years to 
reach agreement with the states in which 
they operated. SNPs targeting dual-eligibles 
would have to protect enrollees from cost- 
sharing the state would have covered had 
these enrollees remained in fee-for-service 
Medicare. Retains the moratorium for spe-
cial needs plans serving those with severe or 
disabling chronic conditions. 

SECTION 164. ADJUSTMENT TO THE MEDICARE 
ADVANTAGE STABILIZATION FUND 

Removes $1.3 billion from the stabilization 
fund for regional preferred provider organi-
zations in 2013. 

SECTION 165. ACCESS TO MEDICARE REASONABLE 
COST CONTRACT PLANS 

Extends section 1876 authority for cost 
contracts through December 31, 2009. Re-
quires that there be two unaffiliated Medi-
care Advantage plans in an area before the 
obligation for a cost plan to withdraw is 
triggered; clarifies that the minimum enroll-
ment requirements for the MA plans would 
have to be met in the overlapping service 
area, not the MA plans’ entire service area; 
and clarifies that a Medicare cost plan of-
fered to beneficiaries in one MSA would not 
be forced to withdraw because of enrollment 
in Medicare Advantage plans in an adjoining 
MSA. 

SECTION 166. MEDPAC STUDY AND REPORT ON 
MEDICARE ADVANTAGE PAYMENTS 

Instructs MedPAC to study and report to 
Congress on ways to reimburse Medicare Ad-
vantage plans that do not rely on county- 
level Medicare payment area equivalents. 

SECTION 167. MARKETING OF MEDICARE ADVAN-
TAGE PLANS AND PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLANS 

Prohibits Medicare Advantage and pre-
scription drug plans from: paying cash for 
enrollment; offering gifts to potential enroll-
ees; door-to-door sales, cold-calling, or other 
such personal contact; marketing non-health 
related products to potential enrollees; con-
ducting a marketing appointment without 
an advance agreement; marketing in 
healthcare-provider offices; or any mar-
keting activity prohibited by the Secretary. 
In addition, MA and prescription drug plans 
must confirm that individuals have enrolled 
in and understand the plan. MA and prescrip-
tion drug plans must use state-licensed and 
appointed marketing representatives. MA 
and prescription drug plans must comply 
with state requests for information about li-
censed agent or brokers. Requires the Sec-
retary to issue rules governing commissions 
and other compensation. Requires training 
and testing of marketing representatives. Ef-
fective for marketing for plan year 2009 and 
on. 

Subtitle F—Other Provisions 

SECTION 171. CONTRACT WITH A CONSENSUS- 
BASED ENTITY REGARDING PERFORMANCE 
MEASUREMENT 

Requires the Secretary to contract with a 
consensus-based standards setting organiza-
tion such as the National Quality Forum for 
four years to develop priorities for perform-
ance measurement, endorsement of meas-
ures, and maintenance of measures, and pro-
vides funding from 2009 through 2012. 
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SECTION 172. USE OF PART D DATA 

Gives the Secretary authority to use Medi-
care Part D data for improving public health 
and conducting congressional oversight. 
SECTION 173. INCLUSION OF MEDICARE PRO-

VIDERS AND SUPPLIERS IN FEDERAL PAYMENT 
LEVY AND ADMINISTRATIVE OFFSET PROGRAM 
Allows Treasury Department to levy a pro-

portion of a Medicare provider’s reimburse-
ment against outstanding tax debt. 

TITLE II—MEDICAID 
SECTION 201. EXTENSION OF TRANSITIONAL MED-

ICAL ASSISTANCE AND ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 
Extends the Transitional Medical Assist-

ance program (TMA) through September 30, 
2009. This program helps low-income individ-
uals transition from welfare to work by 
maintaining healthcare for their children. 
Extends the current abstinence-only edu-
cation program until September 30, 2009. 

SECTION 202. EXTENSION OF QUALIFYING 
INDIVIDUAL (QI) PROGRAM 

Provides assistance through Medicaid for 
low-income seniors and individuals who need 
help meeting their Medicare premiums. Ex-
tends this program through September 30, 
2009 to continue serving current populations. 

SECTION 203. MEDICAID DSH EXTENSION 
Extends authority for disproportionate 

share hospital funding under section 1923 of 
the Social Security Act for Tennessee and 
Hawaii through December 31, 2009. 
SECTION 204. EXTENSION OF SUPPLEMENTAL SE-

CURITY INCOME (SSI) WEB-BASED ASSET DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECT TO THE MEDICAID PRO-
GRAM 
Extends the existing SSI Web-based asset 

demonstration program to Medicaid to all 50 
States. 
SECTION 205. APPLICATION OF MEDICARE PAY-

MENT ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN HOSPITAL- 
ACQUIRED CONDITIONS TO PAYMENTS FOR IN-
PATIENT HOSPITAL SERVICES UNDER MEDICAID 
Requires states to develop Medicaid pay-

ment systems that reduce payments for cer-
tain hospital-acquired conditions consistent 
with the payment system used in Medicare. 

SECTION 206. ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATIVE 
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Reduces payments for Administrative 
costs to prevent duplication of payments 
under Title IV (the Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families) 
SECTION 207. CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF 

REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 
Clarifies that a regional medical center lo-

cated on the border of multiple States may 
receive Medicaid reimbursement from any of 
those States. 

SECTION 208. OUTREACH AND ENROLLMENT IN 
MEDICAID 

Provides $25 million for outreach efforts to 
enroll eligible but uninsured children into 
Medicaid 

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS 
SECTION 301 EXTENSION OF TANF SUPPLEMENTAL 

GRANTS 
Extends the Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families (TANF) supplemental grants 
through September 30, 2009 

SECTION 302. EXTENSION OF SPECIAL DIABETES 
PROGRAM 

Extends the Special Diabetes Program 
through September 30, 2011 to fund type 1 di-
abetes research and type 2 treatment and 
prevention programs for Native Americans 
and Alaska Natives 

SECTION 303. MEDICARE ENROLLMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

Provides $19 million for grants to states for 
state health insurance assistance programs 

and $6 million for grants to states for area 
agencies on aging and to Aging and Dis-
ability Resource Centers. Such funds will be 
allocated to states based on a combination of 
the state’s low-income beneficiaries and the 
state’s rural beneficiaries. Most of the grant 
money must be used to provide outreach to 
beneficiaries who may be eligible for Medi-
care savings programs or low-income sub-
sidies. 
SECTION 304. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL REIM-

BURSEMENT OF EMERGENCY HEALTH SERVICES 
FURNISHED TO UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS 
Extends Federal reimbursement of emer-

gency health services furnished to undocu-
mented aliens under section 1011 of the MMA 
through FY 2010 for $200 million per year. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 591—RECOG-
NIZING THE NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION (NASA) FOR THE HIS-
TORIC TOUCHDOWN OF THE 
PHOENIX MARS LANDER DURING 
ITS 50TH ANNIVERSARY YEAR 

Mr. BROWN submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation: 

S. RES. 591 

Whereas the Phoenix Mars Lander (Phoe-
nix) touched down successfully on Mars on 
May 25, 2008; 

Whereas the Phoenix landing was the first 
successful soft landing on Mars in over 30 
years; 

Whereas this achievement occurred during 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration’s (NASA) 50th year of scientific and 
technological excellence, and 47 years to the 
day after President Kennedy challenged the 
Nation to put a man on the moon; 

Whereas the successful Phoenix landing is 
the result of years of planning, analyzing, 
and testing conducted by the dedicated men 
and women of NASA; 

Whereas less than 50 percent of all previous 
lander missions have made it safely to the 
Mars planetary surface; 

Whereas Phoenix is the first mission in 
NASA’s Mars Scout program, a series of in-
novative and lower-cost spacecraft that will 
complement major missions; 

Whereas Phoenix will be the first mission 
to collect meteorological data in the Mar-
tian arctic; 

Whereas the mission will study the history 
of the planet in its water and ice, monitor 
weather of the polar region, and investigate 
whether the subsurface environment in the 
far-northern plains of Mars has ever been fa-
vorable for sustaining microbial life; 

Whereas this data will allow scientists to 
accurately model Mars’s past climate and 
predict future weather processes; 

Whereas this data will increase our knowl-
edge of the existence and nature of habitable 
zones on Mars; 

While this data is instrumental in achiev-
ing the science goals of NASA’s long-term 
Mars Exploration Program; 

Whereas NASA Glenn Research Center’s 
support to past Mars missions has enabled 
the continuing scientific exploration of 
Mars; and 

Whereas the Glenn Research Center’s con-
tributions to NASA’s Human Research Pro-
gram play a vital role in providing solutions 
to critical problems that place human explo-
ration missions and their crews at risk: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the National Aeronautics 

and Space Administration (NASA) for 50 
years of scientific and technological excel-
lence; 

(2) recognizes NASA for the historic land-
ing of the Phoenix Mars Lander; 

(3) recognizes the importance of the Phoe-
nix mission to NASA’s long-term Mars Ex-
ploration Program; 

(4) recognizes the importance of contribu-
tions made by NASA Glenn Research Center 
to the NASA space program, including to 
Mars and moon missions; and 

(5) recognizes the importance of NASA’s 
Human Research Program, and Glenn Re-
search Center’s contributions to such pro-
gram, to the health and safety of all NASA 
astronauts. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 89—AUTHORIZING FRANK 
WOODRUFF BUCKLES TO LIE IN 
HONOR IN THE ROTUNDA OF THE 
CAPITOL UPON HIS DEATH 

Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. BYRD, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. CRAIG, Mrs. DOLE, 
and Mr. ISAKSON) submitted the fol-
lowing conurrent resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

S. CON. RES. 89 

Whereas the veterans of the First World 
War fought bravely and made heroic sac-
rifices for the Allied forces; and 

Whereas past resolutions have sought au-
thorization for American heroes to lie in 
honor in the rotunda of the Capitol upon an 
individual’s passing, it is the Nation’s collec-
tive desire to express its gratitude for the 
service of all World War I veterans by mak-
ing it known to that war’s last American 
survivor the honor it wishes to bestow on 
him before he passes: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. HONORING FRANK WOODRUFF BUCK-

LES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—In recognition of the his-

toric contributions of United States veterans 
who served in the First World War, Frank 
Woodruff Buckles, the last surviving United 
States veteran of the First World War, shall 
be permitted to lie in honor in the rotunda of 
the Capitol upon his death, so that the citi-
zens of the United States may pay their last 
respects to this great American. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Architect of the 
Capitol, under the direction and supervision 
of the President pro tempore of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, shall take the necessary steps to im-
plement subsection (a). 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition today to introduce 
a resolution honoring the last sur-
viving member of a heroic group, the 
American World War I veterans. When 
the U.S. entered the First World War in 
1917, 4.7 million Americans donned a 
military uniform and fought with the 
Allies struggling in an imperialistic 
battle of trench warfare. Now, 90 years 
after America’s entry into the war, 
only one veteran remains. 

Corporal Frank Woodruff Buckles, 
born in 1901, was sent to England and 
France during the First World War 
after exaggerating his age on Army pa-
perwork. Eager to join the action, 
Buckles trained in the ambulance serv-
ices and acted as a driver, remaining 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5530 June 11, 2008 
after the armistice to escort prisoners 
of war back to Germany. 

Mr. Buckles now stands as the last 
representation of the Americans that 
served in the Great War. Though now 
distanced by the following economic 
depression, subsequent World War and 
more recent conflicts, World War I still 
remains a critical part of our history, 
symbolizing the emergence of our 
country as a superpower and dem-
onstrating the willingness and selfless-
ness of those who serve in our military. 
These men, 90 years later, still deserve 
the recognition and admiration of a 
grateful nation. 

In honor of Frank Buckles and the 
millions of veterans he stands for, I am 
introducing a resolution authorizing 
Mr. Buckles to lie in honor in the ro-
tunda of the Capitol upon his passing 
so that citizens may pay tribute to the 
last member of this faithful group of 
Americans. After a period of repose, 
Mr. Buckles will receive final burial at 
the Arlington National Cemetery, a 
privilege offered earlier this year. I in-
troduce this resolution now, so that 
Mr. Buckles will be aware of the re-
spect we wish to pay to him and his fel-
low veterans. 

We should not allow this generation 
to fade from our society without show-
ing our appreciation of their service. 
As Ranking Member of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, and on behalf of 
Senator BYRD, I ask my colleagues to 
join us in extending this honor to Mr. 
Buckles. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 11, 2008, at 3 p.m., in 
room 253 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, June 11, 2008, at 
9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, to conduct a hearing on Ju-
dicial nominations on Wednesday, June 
11, 2008, at 2 p.m., in room SD–226 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that for the next 30 
minutes, an energy intern from my of-
fice, Carolyn Jones, be granted the 
privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEASURES INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED EN BLOC 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that the following calendar 
items be indefinitely postponed en 
bloc: Calendar Nos. 35, 37, 42, 46, 47, 48, 
49, 50, 51, 52, 143, 224, 227, 228, 230, 231, 
232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 245, 248, 250, 251, 
252, 254, 255, 256, 267, 285, 354, 360, 361, 
362, 364, 367, 372, 373, 375, 377, 378, 379, 
385, 424, 425, 436, 437, 546, 572, 639, 640, 
643, 655, 658, 662, 663, 664, 665, 666, 667, 
668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 676, 
and 724. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 3118 

Ms. STABENOW. I understand that 
S. 3118, introduced earlier today by 
Senator GRASSLEY, is at the desk. I ask 
for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 3118) to amend titles XVIII and 
XIX of the Social Security Act to preserve 
beneficiary access to care by preventing a re-
duction in the Medicare physician fee sched-
ule, to improve the quality of care by ad-
vancing value based purchasing, electronic 
health records, and electronic prescribing, 
and to maintain and improve access to care 
in rural areas, and for other purposes. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask for a second 
reading and object to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The bill will receive its second read-
ing on the next legislative day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 
2008 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomor-
row, Thursday, June 12; that following 
the prayer and pledge, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; that the Sen-
ate resume the motion to proceed to S. 
3101, the Medicare Improvements for 
Patients and Providers Act, as under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, 
also under the previous order, the clo-

ture vote on the motion to proceed to 
the Medicare bill will occur at approxi-
mately 3 p.m. tomorrow afternoon. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that following the remarks of 
Senator COBURN and Senator INHOFE, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, it stand adjourned 
under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized. 

f 

MEDICARE IMPROVEMENTS FOR 
PATIENTS AND PROVIDERS ACT 

Mr. COBURN. We heard some reasons 
we should support the Baucus doctor 
fix. I happen to have been practicing in 
2004 when the Senate did exactly what 
they are doing right now. This bill is 
going to guarantee the doctor fix is not 
done by July 1. That is what is going to 
happen with this bill. 

Let me tell you, we are eventually 
going to fix the problem for the doctors 
for 18 months. There is no question. 
Everybody agrees to that. But what we 
are doing is, we are making sure we are 
going to add hundreds of thousands if 
not millions of dollars of cost in every 
State for every private physician that 
is practicing. 

And the reason is because the bill is 
not going to get changed by July 1, and 
they are going to be under the 10.9-per-
cent cut. Then they are going to come 
back, whenever we finally get it done. 
They are going to have to refile all of 
that, and Medicare is going to have to 
repay all of this. 

So this exercise in political games-
manship, of working only with one side 
of the aisle, not working with Senator 
GRASSLEY, to truly get this done in a 
way that the President will not veto it 
and accomplish the purposes for which 
we all say we want, to eliminate the 
10.9-percent cut for physicians, that is 
something we are going to lose grasp 
of, and we are going to create a hard-
ship on every physician in this country 
because we are playing a political 
game with this rather than fixing the 
problem. 

That brings me to my next point. 
Why is it every 18 months the physi-
cians in this country have to come and 
beg Congress not to cut their fees when 
we are not cutting the fees for the rest 
of the providers throughout the Medi-
care Program? 

What we have decided is that doctors 
make too much money. We have de-
cided that when they work 80 hours a 
week, one and a half to two times what 
everybody else works in this country, 
they spend their time away from their 
families making great sacrifices, that 
we are going to fund increases in the 
care for our elderly and seniors in this 
country on the backs of physicians. 

Now, I will not dispute the fact that 
there are some disparities in physician 
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pay in this country, with some physi-
cians making too much and far too 
many making too little, especially pri-
mary care pediatricians, psychiatrists, 
and the like, those who are on the 
front lines. But this idea that we are 
going to fix temporarily, again, for 18 
months, a problem that we have to fix, 
which is the other problem with the 
Baucus bill, the only thing great about 
Medicare that will get us out of the 
long-term costs is this idea of creating 
markets associated with choice and re-
sponsibility to give greater health 
care, greater choice, and greater bene-
fits to Medicare beneficiaries through 
competition. 

I am the first to say that the Medi-
care Advantage Program has lots of 
problems. But to get the Medicare Ad-
vantage Program, which is the one 
thing that tries to go toward market- 
oriented reform in Medicare, to pay for 
this is ludicrous. 

Senator GRASSLEY has a competing 
bill—we just heard the second reading 
objected to by the Senator from Michi-
gan so we cannot have a side-by-side 
vote on it—does all of the things that 
the Baucus bill does except it does not 
gut Medicare Advantage. 

Well, why do we want to take the one 
factor in Medicare that is based on 
markets, that is based on trans-
parency, that is based on some per-
sonal responsibility, and throw it out 
and have another program that right 
now every family in this country is on 
the hook for over $300,000 in unfunded 
Medicare obligations, and the Baucus 
bill guts the only thing that helps us 
solve that? 

So the President is right to veto this 
bill. Even if it passes, this bill will not 
be overridden. So we are ensuring the 
fact that doctors will experience, on 
July 1, a 10.9-percent cut. We do not 
have to do that. They know we cannot 
do this and have it go to the President 
and get it vetoed and come back and 
get everything else down before July 1. 

So by voting for the Baucus bill, 
what you are actually doing is ensur-
ing that every physician in this coun-
try that cares for Medicare patients is 
going to spend thousands and thou-
sands of extra dollars, and that CMS is 
going to spend thousands and thou-
sands and millions, perhaps $100 mil-
lion, to come back and deal with the 
paperwork once this is finally fixed. 

Nobody thinks about that around 
here. We are playing political games. 
How can you make Republicans look 
bad as they vote against a Baucus 
Medicare doctor fix? Everybody in this 
body wants to fix this payment system 
for doctors. There is one real reason we 
do; we want our seniors to be able to 
have physicians. And we know if an 11- 
percent cut goes through, many doc-
tors will no longer be able to afford to 
care for Medicare patients, they will 
not be able to afford to. They cannot 
do it. 

So if you cut 11 percent of their fees 
on Medicare, which are already almost 
as low as Medicaid everywhere, which 

is about 40 percent less than they get 
paid for anything else, you are asking 
them to serve Medicare at half price. 
And what they are going to do is they 
are going to make a choice. They are 
going to say: I cannot take care of 
Medicare patients. 

So what we are going to ensure with 
the Baucus bill is that doctors are 
going to get a pay cut, maybe for a 
short period of time, but the inconven-
ience of that, the cost of that for polit-
ical gamesmanship, we ought to be 
ashamed of what we are doing. And it 
is exactly the reason we have a low rat-
ing with the American people. 

We know Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator BAUCUS can work this out. We 
know it can happen. But the fact is, it 
was chosen to make it an issue, not 
work in a bipartisan fashion, not come 
up with something that the President 
can sign, but instead to slow down the 
works. And what they will do is mark-
edly decrease availability of Medicare 
for seniors in this country because the 
doctors, when they first see this, if 
they see a 10.9-percent cut, some of 
them are going to abandon the Medi-
care Program, and you are ensuring, if 
you vote for the Baucus bill, that doc-
tors will get a 10.9-percent cut for a 
short period of time. 

You are ensuring that, in fact, what 
they are going to do is, they are going 
to have a whole lot more overhead be-
cause they are going to get a bill from 
the time it starts to the time it ends 
and finally gets corrected, they are 
going to bill it twice, once for the pri-
mary at a 10.9-percent cost, then they 
are going to get a bill again because it 
is going to be retroactively fixed. They 
are going to have to bill it all again. 
That is pure waste. That is typical gov-
ernment. 

Why would we do that? What are we 
thinking? What we are thinking is 
short-term partisanship. And we ought 
to be ashamed of ourselves. 

GLOBAL WARMING 
Now I want to spend a few minutes 

talking about the climate bill. I have 
been listening for 10 days on this issue. 
And I want to share some observations. 

It was said on the Senate floor that 
nobody has scientifically disputed the 
underlying facts associated with cli-
mate change. 

We cannot dispute underlying facts 
on climate change because climate 
changes. It always changes. We have a 
history of knowing it changes. We 
know that every 1,500 years we have 
global warming, whether we like it or 
not. It happens. 

What we do not have is common 
sense and scientific methods looked at. 
I hear my friends, even on my side of 
the aisle, talk about anecdotal observa-
tions that things are different. Sure 
they are different. 

As a matter of fact, we heard the 
leading German scientists on climate 
change saying we are going to have a 
10-year break on global warming. So I 
guess that means for the next 10 years 
CO2 input is not going to have any ef-

fect on global warming. So we have 
conveniently changed the terms from 
global warming to climate change. 

Well, I want Americans to ask them-
selves, what is climate change? The cli-
mate changes all the time. Last week, 
the majority leader, on the Senate 
floor, said the tornados that were in 
this area were related to climate 
change. 

Like saying anecdotally we can prove 
there must be climate change because 
we saw tornadoes in the Washington, 
DC, area last week—do you know how 
many times there have been tornadoes 
in this month in Washington, DC, 
throughout the years? Hundreds. But 
now we are anecdotally, because we see 
something new to our experience, asso-
ciating it with some phenomena. That 
is not science. That is ignorance. That 
is using science in a way that bastard-
izes it. 

The second point is, if we really want 
to know how we affect climate, it takes 
a lot of years to find that out. There 
are retrospective studies we can do. As 
a matter of fact, they have been done. 
We have ice core drilling that goes 
back about 3,500 years. We know ex-
actly what the temperatures were in 
the north and in the south based on 
both ice core drillings and ocean sedi-
ment drillings. We know that because 
we know that isotopes of both oxygen 
and nitrogen decay at different rates. 
When those are measured, we can have 
a pattern of what the Earth’s tempera-
tures were and what the cycles of cli-
mate were. Nobody wants to embrace 
that. That is real science. But we ig-
nore that. That doesn’t fit with the 
emotion that allows us to relate a pol-
icy that we want to enact in a way that 
disproves it. 

There is so much yet to be known 
about climate. We can’t even predict 
what the weather is going to be tomor-
row. Yet we have this supposed settled 
science. The science isn’t settled. The 
rhetoric is settled, but the science is 
far from settled. 

What do we know? Here is what we 
know. The most recent examples of 
1,500-year cycles are these: The Roman 
warming started in 200 B.C. Pared with 
its other half, the Dark Ages, it ended 
in 900 A.D. We know that historically. 
We know there was this warming cycle 
that came and went. The medieval 
warming period, the little ice age pe-
riod cycle, lasted that period of time 
from A.D. 900 to 1850. The modern 
warming cycle, which started about 
1850 to present, is probably the first 
half of the change. What happened dur-
ing the medieval warming period? The 
Norse populated Greenland. They 
fished from its coast. They had over 
60,000 cattle. They raised hay on what 
is now majority covered with ice. 

So we have been there before. We 
don’t like to look at the historical fact 
because it doesn’t fit either our popu-
lace viewpoint or give us a reason to 
enact a bill which, in my estimation, is 
the greatest—will be, if we pass it—loss 
of freedom this country has ever expe-
rienced. 
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Freedom is directly related to the 

level and the amount of government we 
have. Under the climate bill Senator 
BOXER has put out, you can guarantee 
a loss of your liberty. Anybody with 
any common sense knows that. We are 
going to put all sorts of decision-
making in the hands of bureaucrats. 
They are going to be deciding for you. 
So when bureaucrats start deciding for 
you, that means you don’t. If you don’t 
like the results, you have to prove your 
innocence. The onus becomes on you. 

The unique thing about the American 
experience is that freedom is our basic 
model. Liberty is ours. When we grow 
the Government, through $6.4 to $6.9, 
all the way up to supposedly $10 tril-
lion in a tax structure that is imple-
mented through a great number of 
Government programs, Government 
boards, Government regulations, you 
can bet your freedom is going to be 
markedly limited. 

The last thing I want to talk about is 
the very fact that we are talking about 
not using resources we have. Even if 
you buy everything that the alarmists 
with climate change and global warm-
ing would have you, and let’s assume 
they are all right, everybody agrees it 
is going to take us 20 to 30 years to get 
off of hydrocarbons as a method of en-
ergy production, as a source of energy. 
We know that. If we were to start 
building nuclear plants today, we 
would have every alternative energy 
that we had, and it would still take us 
15 to 20 years to start to begin to do 
that. So what is it that we fear about 
utilizing our own energy resources? 

My senior Senator sitting on the 
floor—and I can tell you that both of 
us, coming from Oklahoma, love our 
land. We love our streams. We love our 
lakes. We love the wildlife that is ev-
erywhere you turn in Oklahoma. We 
drill all over the place. We don’t con-
taminate our environment at all. But 
we have a level of ignorance about 
what exploration is for energy in this 
country. It is done in a fabulous, so-
phisticated way. We now drill 1 hole 
and create 8 to 20 wells out of 1 hole be-
cause the technology allows you to 
drill any direction you want at almost 
any depth you want. So what happens 
is, we allow people who are not aware 
of the technology of exploration to cre-
ate a picture that says exploration 
can’t be done in an environmentally 
friendly way. That is not true. We do it 
all the time in Oklahoma. Come visit. 

Behind my home is a gas well. It was 
drilled 25 years ago. When they plugged 
it, everything about that was remedi-
ated. Do you know what is growing 
there right now is the most fabulous 
wild blackberries you ever tasted in 
your life. That is exactly the opposite 
picture that the alarmists want you to 
have about energy exploration. 

The point I am making is, we have a 
hundred years, at a minimum, of hy-
drocarbons available to us that we 
could utilize in the next 5 to 10 years 
and not utilize foreign imported oil 
from people who have vowed to take 

away our freedoms. The fact is, that 
gets blocked all the time on the Senate 
floor on the basis of an irrationality 
that says you can’t do it. 

We have two of the largest domestic 
natural gas producers in the world in 
Oklahoma. In the Gulf of Mexico, you 
can’t even see the rigs. In 8,500 feet of 
water, 20,000 feet below the surface of 
the ocean, they are drilling oil in a 
platform that is floating that moves 
less than 8 inches based on gyroscopes. 
They have not once in all the years had 
an environmental spill when they were 
doing that. That is how great the tech-
nology is. Yet we have this fear that 
you can’t do something. 

At the same time that we have this 
fear, what we are doing is embracing 
$4.35 gasoline. We are embracing the 
funding of terrorists by our purchase of 
oil moneys that then go to fund terror-
ists. We have become schizophrenic. We 
have lost it. When we would deny the 
ability to use resources in this country 
that would stop the upward trend on 
the price of oil, that would utilize oil 
shale to conversion for jet aviation 
fuel, that would utilize oil shale for 
heating oil, that we would not allow 
that, we will not allow the utilization 
of our own resources at our own nega-
tive benefit, what is the purpose of 
that? 

I get written to all the time by con-
stituents from Oklahoma about gas 
prices. Do you know what I tell them? 
I say: You should blame us. You should 
blame the Congress. It is absolutely 
our fault we are in the position we are 
in. We didn’t act. From 1995 up through 
this year, every time we have had a 
chance to increase exploration in a 
safe, environmentally friendly way in 
this country, it has been blocked. So 
now we sit with the hardest of the 
hardest hit, the poor and less fortu-
nate, trying to make a choice of wheth-
er they can even get to work, let alone 
buy their groceries, because gas now 
and their energy needs are such a large 
component of their family budget. 

It is our fault, and we are going to sit 
around. We are going to dither, and 
gasoline is going to be $5.50 a gallon. 
The American public is going to react 
to that, and they are going to say: 
Maybe we ought to take another look 
at these good energy companies that do 
it environmentally well and supply us 
power and energy and do not fund the 
very people who want to take away our 
freedoms. 

It is coming. This is part of the same 
rumble from the American public that 
says we do not get it on spending. I was 
enlightened today on a new bill that is 
getting ready to be introduced that I 
am going to try to keep from coming 
to the floor that is a yearly authoriza-
tion for the Coast Guard. There is a 25- 
percent increase in it, but of that 25 
percent, 80 percent is earmarks. We al-
most doubled the Coast Guard when we 
created the Department of Homeland 
Security. Yet this year we are going to 
come close to a trillion-dollar deficit— 
$3,000 for every man, woman, and 
child—and we still do not get it. 

So the idea that Congress will not 
act to raise the level of supplies, that 
Congress will not take off the tariff on 
imported ethanol, refuses to take off 
the tariff on imported ethanol to pro-
tect a false economy associated with 
corn ethanol—when, in fact, we have a 
shortage, as manifested by the price of 
the fuels that drive our energy and yet 
we will not act—the American people 
have a right to be disgusted. 

We are the reason gasoline is over $4. 
It is not the oil companies. It is not the 
Middle East. It is us. Because we could 
have done something. We still can do 
something. But we heard political 
speeches all today because what we 
want to do is sue OPEC and create an 
excess profits tax, and eventually a Btu 
tax, rather than increase the supply. 
What we should do is increase supplies. 
The American people get it. Somehow 
we do not. 

My hope is that America will let us 
know. I think they are going to. My 
hope is we will listen. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
came down to the floor for a totally 
different purpose. But my junior Sen-
ator was talking, and I am so im-
pressed with some of the things he has 
shared with us today. He is being too 
kind in one area, though. 

Sooner or later we have to say who is 
at fault in terms of the increase. While 
he is right, it is us, I have and I would 
invite anyone to go to my Web site or 
go to the Environment and Public 
Works Committee Web site—it is 
epw.senate.gov—in there I have listed 
all the bills, I say to my good junior 
Senator from Oklahoma, that have 
come up since 1995 where we have tried 
to expand the supply of oil and gas in 
America, even the bills when we were a 
majority, when the Republicans were a 
majority. 

In October of 1995, we voted to imple-
ment a competitive leasing program 
for oil and gas exploration. That was 
within the coastal plain of ANWR, as 
well as offshore. It passed 52 to 47. Of 
that vote, 52 were Republicans, 46 were 
Democrats—right down party lines. 
Then, the very next month, on Novem-
ber 17—I remember that because that 
was my birthday—the Senate voted on 
a motion to adopt a conference report 
on the same thing—for a competitive 
leasing program for oil and gas explo-
ration—and again it passed by almost 
the same margin. All the Republicans 
voted for it. All the Democrats voted 
against it. 

Now, those two bills were up there. 
And, of course, what happened? The 
President at that time, Bill Clinton, 
vetoed those bills. 

I could go from there all the way up 
to the present day. 

In March of 2005, the Senate voted on 
an amendment to allow us to vote on 
ANWR—right down party lines: every 
Democrat opposed it; every Republican 
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supported it. On November 3, 2005, the 
same thing happened. 

In June of 2007, the same thing hap-
pened. That was a better one, actually. 
That was the Gas Price Act. The Gas 
Price Act I am particularly fond of be-
cause that was mine. We could have all 
the oil and gas production in the world 
that we need to bring down the price of 
gas, but if we cannot refine it, we are 
not going to be able to use it. So as to 
refineries, right down party lines, the 
Democrats opposed any new refineries 
in America. 

This one was more difficult to oppose 
because I think most people who are 
understanding of what happens during 
a BRAC process—that means Base Re-
alignment and Closing Commission— 
when that happens, the communities 
close by a major military installation 
that is closed suffer economically, 
greatly. 

What this would do is take those 
closed, BRACed out, military bases and 
turn them into refineries. That saves 
millions of dollars of Government 
money because otherwise they have to 
be cleaned up to playground standards. 
You do not have to do that if there is 
going to be a refinery on it. So it is 
something everybody wanted. 

We arranged for EDA grants for com-
munities to apply for to attract refin-
eries. We could have had a refinery in 
every area of America where we closed 
military bases. But it was killed. On 
June 13, 2007, it was killed—right down 
party lines. It was 43 to 52. Of that, 43 
Republicans voted for it; 48 Democrats 
voted against it. 

In 2008, we had a similar vote on 
ANWR. The same thing happened; then 
again on May 15 of this year. 

I am saying this only to correct that 
one thing my junior Senator said, in 
that he was right, it is our fault, but 
this is strictly partisan. I think people 
are going to have to realize that. Until 
people realize that, the same thing is 
going to happen. Until people write in, 
and the imagination is captured of the 
American people, and they understand 
what is causing the high price at the 
pumps—it is a very simple concept. As 
many have said, you should learn this 
concept in econ 101; that is, supply and 
demand—if you decrease the supply, 
the price does not go down; it goes up. 
What they are trying to do with the 
Energy bill to decrease the supply 
would cause the same thing. 

That is not why I came to the floor. 
I am glad to join with my junior Sen-
ator and talk a few minutes about 
what he said about the science behind 
this thing. This whole thing started 
back when they were trying to pass 
Kyoto. Like a lot of the cruddy things 
that happen in this country, it started 
with the United Nations. 

The IPCC, the National Academy of 
Sciences—these people are policy-
makers, not scientists—came out and 
said the science is here, the science is 
settled, the science is settled, the 
science is settled; and they kept saying 
it louder and louder, and they were 

backed up by a very liberal media. So 
the people actually believed the 
science was settled. But the fact is, the 
science was not settled. 

My junior Senator, Mr. COBURN, is 
right because time and time again, we 
talked about the medieval warm pe-
riod. We talked about the cooling peri-
ods. Let’s keep in mind that the cli-
mate has always changed in this coun-
try. God is still up there, and we are 
going to have these changes. They have 
taken place. 

The interesting thing right now is, as 
scientists will tell you, it has been 
cooling ever since 2001. Also, another 
interesting thing is, they talk about 
global warming, when, in fact, all dur-
ing the 1990s, supposedly it was getting 
warmer, the southern hemisphere was 
getting cooler. The Antarctic was get-
ting cooler. The last time I checked, 
the southern hemisphere was part of 
the globe. So we did not have global 
warming. 

Now all these people who were saying 
that was true—and I think probably 
the best example I used to use—it has 
been a while since I have used it—is 
when Al Gore was the Vice President of 
the United States and he decided to try 
to build a case whereby we would be 
ratifying the Kyoto treaty. So he hired 
a guy named Tom Wigley, a top sci-
entist in America, to put together a 
study. This is the charge he gave him. 
He said: Let’s assume that every devel-
oped nation—not developing; not 
China, not Mexico, not India—every de-
veloped nation signed on to and rati-
fied the Kyoto treaty and lived by its 
emission standards, which they would 
not. Look at western Europe; 15 coun-
tries signed on to it, and only 2 of the 
15 have met the emission requirements. 
But let’s assume that is true, that they 
all do. How much, then, I say to you, 
Dr. Wigley, would this reduce the tem-
perature after 50 years? His result was 
this: If all developed nations joined in 
and ratified the Kyoto Treaty and lived 
by the emission requirements, it would 
lower the temperatures by seven one- 
hundredths of 1 degree—not even meas-
urable. So we go through all this eco-
nomic pain. 

I have never been as proud, I don’t 
believe, of the Senate as I was last 
week because when I compare what 
happened in 2005 when they had the 
McCain-Lieberman bill, a very similar 
bill—not nearly as bad as this bill but 
a similar bill; it was cap and trade, the 
concept was the same—I was down here 
on this floor standing at this podium 
for 5 consecutive days. I was the only 
one willing to voice the opposition. We 
had a total of two Senators to come 
down in 5 days to give me support. 
However, last week, in only 3 days, 25 
Senators came down. 

It shows that this huge financial 
power base that is over there in the far 
left environmentalist community—I 
am talking about the George Soreses 
and the Michael Moores and the var-
ious other groups that are out there in 
California; I call them the Hollywood 

elitists—those individuals have all the 
money that they dump into all of these 
campaigns. We were willing to take 
them on, and we won. The most votes 
Senator BOXER had with this change 
that took place in 2006—it is supposed 
to be a much more liberal Senate, and 
it is—she could only get 44 votes, not a 
majority of 51, certainly not the 60 
votes that were necessary but only 44. 
I was just really pleased at that, in the 
fact that people are waking up. People 
recognize science is mixed. Some peo-
ple say the science is real, some say it 
is not, but one thing that is not con-
fused is the amount of money it would 
cost. 

We talked about this bill that we de-
feated—hopefully we didn’t defeat it. I 
hope it comes up so we can debate it 
longer. Let me make this message 
right now to the Senate majority lead-
er, Senator REID: I want you to bring 
this back to the floor so that we can 
talk about it more and more and more 
and talk about the fact that this is a 
$6.7 trillion tax increase. Senator 
BOXER would argue that, no, this has a 
built-in system whereby poor people 
are getting some money back. When 
you analyze the bill, that amount 
comes to $800 billion. In other words, if 
we raise the taxes on the American 
people, for every $8 we raise the taxes, 
we are going to give them back $1. 
That is not a very good deal, but that 
is in this bill; to make us less competi-
tive and less able to be reliant upon 
our own reserves—huge reserves that 
we have out there, that we could be-
come energy independent overnight, 
that we were going exactly the wrong 
way. 

I saw a couple of editorials such as 
the Wall Street Journal which said 
that with gasoline selling at $4 a gal-
lon, the Democrats picked the worst 
possible time to bring up cap and trade. 
The issue is starting to feel like the 
Hillary health care plan. 

Anyway, I would even argue with 
some of the people who put in an anal-
ysis as to how much that bill we de-
feated last week would have increased 
the price of gas at the pump. They say 
53 cents a gallon. However, that 53 
cents a gallon is predicated— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, it is 
my understanding that we are in a pe-
riod of morning business; is that cor-
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. INHOFE. All right. I would like 
to continue my statements, then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. The fact that it would 
increase by 53 cents a gallon I think is 
conservative because that is assuming 
we would have 268 new nuclear plants. 
Now, the very people who are pro-
moting this bill and want to stop us 
from drilling, from exploring for oil 
and for gas, are the same ones who are 
opposed to nuclear energy. So they say 
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in that period of time, by 2030, the 
most nuclear plants we could have 
would be 64. I think everyone agrees 
with that, so instead of 268 new plants, 
there will be 64. So you could say 
that—if you use the same percent-
ages—it would raise the price of gas by 
$2, not just 53 cents. 

Well, we defeated the largest tax in-
crease ever this last Friday. As I saw 
the majority leader coming through, he 
was smiling, and I hope that means he 

is going to bring it up so we can debate 
it more. I just get very excited about 
the fact that there has been a wake-up 
call in America. After all of those lone-
ly years over the last 7 years, now peo-
ple realize this is something that is not 
good for America. It took $4-a-gallon 
gas to make that wake-up call become 
a reality. So I am very thankful it hap-
pened. I congratulate the Senate on its 
wisdom. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL.) Under the previous order, 
the Senate stands adjourned until 9:30 
a.m. tomorrow. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:05 p.m., 
adjourned until Thursday, June 12, 
2008, at 9:30 a.m. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF AMERISKA 
DOMOVINA 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of Ameriska Domovina, 
one of the oldest Slovenian papers in the 
world and Northeast Ohio’s oldest ethnic 
newspaper, as it ceases publication this Au-
gust after one-hundred and ten years in cir-
culation. 

Ameriska Domovina was first published in 
Cleveland, Ohio in 1898, making it the Ohio’s 
oldest ethnic newspaper. James V. Debevec 
inherited the newspaper from his father, 
James E. Debevec, who assumed responsi-
bility of the paper in the 1930’s with the inten-
tion of preparing new immigrants from Slo-
venia for their citizenship tests. James V. 
changed the content of the newspaper with 
the changing needs of the community, using it 
as a forum to teach and preserve Slovenian 
culture and traditions to the growing commu-
nity of Slovenian-Americans. The paper, like 
all ethnic newspapers, has been vital in con-
necting the Slovenian community with their 
roots and as well as with other Slovenian 
communities in North America. Debevec print-
ed news from Slovenian communities in the 
United States and Canada in the newspaper. 

Ameriska Domovina has over two-thousand 
subscribers; each newspaper is printed using 
Debevec’s own printing press, at an office lo-
cated on St. Claire Avenue in Downtown 
Cleveland. The last issue of Ameriska 
Domovina will be distributed to its subscribers 
on August 21, 2008, following the retirement 
of Debevec, his wife, and their colleague. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in recognition of Ameriska Domovina, 
Northeast Ohio’s oldest ethnic newspaper, and 
in recognition of the contributions of the Slove-
nian-American community in the Greater 
Cleveland area. 

f 

IN HONOR OF NORMAN 
LONGFELLOW SMITH 

HON. FRANK R. WOLF 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the life of Norman Longfellow Smith, a 
dedicated and outstanding public servant from 
the 10th Congressional District of Virginia. Mr. 
Smith passed away on May 26 at his home in 
Middleburg. 

Mr. Smith, the former deputy chief of oper-
ations in the CIA’s counterintelligence serv-
ices, committed 27 tireless years to the Agen-
cy as an analyst, missile specialist, and coun-
terintelligence officer. Mr. Smith also served in 
the United States Army and achieved the rank 

of colonel in his tenure along with a Bronze 
Star and a Purple Heart. 

I am inserting, for the record, the obituary 
which appeared in The Washington Post on 
June 7. Mr. Smith was an exemplary public 
servant and a fine example of devotion and al-
legiance to his country and family. 

NORMAN LONGFELLOW SMITH, 83; CIA 
OFFICIAL 

(By Patricia Sullivan) 
Norman Longfellow Smith, 83, a former 

deputy chief of operations in the CIA’s coun-
terintelligence service, died of congestive 
heart failure and complications of Guillain- 
Barre Syndrome on May 26 at his home in 
Middleburg. 

Mr. Smith, who joined the CIA in 1951, ana-
lyzed Soviet armaments and, after the Sovi-
ets launched Sputnik, specialized in ballistic 
missiles and space vehicles. In 1960, he 
chaired an intelligence community task 
force to monitor missile activity outside the 
Soviet Union. 

Dino Brugioni, an imagery analyst with 
the CIA’s National Photographic Interpreta-
tion Center who worked with Mr. Smith, de-
scribed him as a defensive-missile specialist 
in the agency’s Office of Scientific Intel-
ligence who focused on surface-to-air mis-
siles. 

Brugioni, who wrote ‘‘Eyeball to Eyeball: 
The Inside Story of the Cuban Missile Crisis’’ 
(1990), said others in the interpretation cen-
ter spotted surface-to-air missile sites in spy 
satellite photographs taken over Cuba in fall 
1962. The short, pipe-smoking Mr. Smith was 
called in, and he began writing daily reports, 
concluding that construction was rushing 
forward and that some sites would be oper-
ational in two weeks, Brugioni said. 

A short time later, when a U.S. U-2 spy 
plane was shot down over Cuba and low-alti-
tude spy flights came under fire, Mr. Smith 
did the analysis about how and why it hap-
pened, Brugioni said in an interview. Inter-
cepted radio traffic was in Russian, so it was 
clear that the Soviets were involved. The in-
formation sparked what came to be known 
as the Cuban missile crisis. 

Mr. Smith was reassigned in 1968 to the 
CIA’s counterintelligence staff. He rose to 
the top ranks of the division, which handles 
clandestine operations overseas. He held that 
job until the CIA was reorganized in 1975 and 
1976, in the wake of newspaper and Senate in-
vestigations over revelations that the agen-
cy had assassinated foreign leaders and con-
ducted surveillance on thousands of Amer-
ican citizens active in the antiwar move-
ment. 

Mr. Smith then became executive director 
of a task force to modernize and reform man-
agement procedures in the Directorate of Op-
erations, and he retired in 1978. He worked 10 
more years as a consultant for several de-
fense contractors. 

Born in Brooklyn, N.Y., he was drafted 
into the Army during World War II and spent 
several years at Purdue University in Indi-
ana until he was sent to Europe with an in-
fantry division. He became an officer in the 
Army Reserve and retired in 1980 as a colo-
nel. Among his military awards were a 
Bronze Star and a Purple Heart. 

He graduated from Colgate University and 
in the 1950s completed a doctoral degree at 
the London School of Economics. He also at-

tended the National University of Mexico, 
Heidelberg University in Germany, New 
York University and Georgetown University. 

He was past president of the International 
Order of the Knights of the Round Table in 
Arlington and treasurer of the Arts Club of 
Washington. He was a member of the Diplo-
matic and Consular Officers, Retired, the 
Central Intelligence Retirees’ Association, 
the Association of Former Intelligence Offi-
cers, the Fairfax Hunt Club and the Ever-
green Country Club. 

He was a Republican Party precinct chair-
man in Fairfax County and a member of the 
Emmanuel and Trinity Episcopal churches in 
Middleburg and Upperville. 

His marriage to Deana Browne Smith 
ended in divorce. 

Survivors include his wife of 22 years, 
Carolyn L. Tillotson-Smith of Middleburg. 

f 

HONORING WORLD WAR II VET-
ERANS PRIVATE THURMAN 
MCMILLEN, PRIVATE FIRST 
CLASS J.B. BURKS, CORPORAL 
LELAND WHITEHORN, AND PRI-
VATE FIRST CLASS JAMES 
KNIGHTON 

HON. TRAVIS W. CHILDERS 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. CHILDERS. Madam Speaker, I proudly 
rise to welcome a group of World War II vet-
erans from Mississippi’s First District to Wash-
ington, DC. I am honored to welcome these 
members of the greatest generation to Wash-
ington to visit the National World War II Me-
morial. Built to honor the 16 million Soldiers, 
Sailors, Marines, Airmen, Coast Guardsmen, 
and Merchant Mariners who served our Nation 
during World War II, the National World War 
II Memorial serves as a reminder of their sac-
rifice and service to millions of visitors. 

The members of this special group are 
some of the few remaining survivors of the 
Battle of Iwo Jima. This battle was strategic to 
American success in the Pacific Theater and 
marked the first attack by U.S. troops on the 
Japanese home islands. Iwo Jima saw some 
of the fiercest fighting and lasted more than a 
month as American service members bravely 
fought against the heavily fortified positions of 
the Japanese Imperial Army. 

After landing on the third day of pitched bat-
tle, Private Thurman McMillen fought coura-
geously for thirty three days. 

Private First Class J.B. Burks stayed on Iwo 
Jima for twenty nine days after his arrival on 
the first day of battle. 

Corporal Leland Whitehorn arrived on the is-
lands on the first day of the fight and was 
wounded on his third day. 

Private First Class James Knighton also 
served honorably during the Battle of Iwo 
Jima. 

On behalf of Mississippi’s First District, I am 
honored to offer our deepest appreciation to 
these brave men. During the current time of 
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war it is most appropriate to recognize both to-
day’s troops and their forefathers. Our com-
munity is proud to be home to veterans who 
have defended our freedom in the past and to 
our soldiers who continue to fight for freedom 
today. I know that my colleagues will join me 
in welcoming these courageous warriors to our 
Nation’s capital and thanking them, these sol-
diers of the greatest generation, for their in-
valuable service to our country. 

f 

THE DAILY 45: 2 LITTLE GIRLS 
KILLED IN A SMALL OKLAHOMA 
TOWN 

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. RUSH. Madam Speaker, the Depart-
ment of Justice tells us that, every day, 45 
people, on average, are fatally shot in the 
United States. I grieve, daily, in solidarity with 
those I serve in Chicago over the senseless 
loss of life from guns, especially among our 
children. There are thousands of other com-
munities across our Nation that, likewise, see 
their children cut down by perpetrators wield-
ing the merciless barrel of a gun. 

Today, it’s my sad responsibility to extend 
my condolences to the family and friends of 
13-year-old Taylor Paschal-Placker and her 
11-year-old best friend, Skyla Whitaker, who 
lost their lives on Sunday, June 8. Both were 
shot while walking not far them their homes in 
the small, rural town of Weleetka, Oklahoma. 
As law enforcement officials continue to inves-
tigate this crime, these children’s families and 
their close knit community of 1,000 are griev-
ing and frightened while a murderer remains 
at large. 

Americans of conscience must come to-
gether to stop the senseless death of ‘‘The 
Daily 45.’’ When will we say ‘‘enough is 
enough, stop the killing!’’ 

f 

RECOGNIZING DR. ROBERT 
DIXON—SCOTTSDALE HEALTH-
CARE’S ‘‘SALUTE TO MILITARY’’ 
HONOREE 

HON. HARRY E. MITCHELL 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of Dr. Robert Dixon, 
Scottsdale Healthcare’s ‘‘Salute to Military’’ 
Honoree for June 2008. Scottsdale Healthcare 
is recognizing Dr. Dixon and other physicians 
with a connection to the Armed Services for 
their dedication to saving lives and securing 
our freedom. 

Since the program’s inauguration in 2004, 
Scottsdale Healthcare has provided over 300 
medical personnel with outstanding trauma 
skill training. The program is offered in part-
nership with Maricopa Integrated Health Sys-
tem and has focused on the Air National 
Guard, Luke Air Force Base, and Davis 
Monthan Air Force Base. 

Dr. Robert Dixon is a deserving recipient of 
Scottsdale Healthcare’s tribute. He is a Lieu-
tenant Colonel in the U.S. Air Force, stationed 
at the 56th Medical Group of Luke Air Force 
Base in Arizona since 2004. Dr. Dixon will be 
deployed to Iraq in May of 2008, which will be 
his fourth deployment to the Middle East and 
Southwest Asia. 

He was the first surgeon to participate in 
Scottsdale Healthcare’s Military Training Pro-
gram in preparation for deployment to the 
Gulf. The Military Training Program is de-
signed to maintain trauma skills and integrates 
trauma surgery, neurosurgery, burn trauma, 
and other critical skills. He played a prominent 
role in the development and testing of the pilot 
project at Scottsdale Healthcare, in conjunc-
tion with Dr. Michael Foley and Dr. Ken Ran-
som. 

Madam Speaker, please join me in recog-
nizing Dr. Robert Dixon’s tireless service and 
sacrifice to this country. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHIEF DEPUTY 
DENNIS POLLEY 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the diligent and steadfast service 
by Chief Deputy Dennis Polley and congratu-
late him on his retirement from the Marshall 
County Police department. During Dennis’s 
tenure as Chief Deputy he has consistently 
demonstrated commitment to his position, his 
co-workers and his community. 

For the last 32 years, Chief Deputy Polley 
served Marshall County faithfully and honor-
ably. Chief Deputy Polley’s daily courage goes 
above and beyond what we are asked of as 
citizens of this country. His service in pro-
viding safety to his community earns him re-
spect and honor and for this I offer him my ut-
most respect, congratulations and thanks. 

I commend Officer Dennis Polley for his 
many years of loyal service in protecting 
Iowans. It is an immense honor to represent 
Officer Polley in the United States Congress, 
and I know that my colleagues join me in 
wishing him a long, happy, and healthy retire-
ment. 

f 

SAINT CATHERINE HOSPITAL 80TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Speaker, it is with 
great sincerity and appreciation that I stand 
today to recognize the 80th anniversary of 
Saint Catherine Hospital in East Chicago, Indi-
ana. For the past 80 years, Saint Catherine 
Hospital has served the city of East Chicago 
and the citizens of northwest Indiana by offer-
ing quality care to those in need. 

In the 1920s, recognizing the need for a 
healthcare facility in the heavily industrialized 

city of East Chicago, Indiana, community and 
business leaders began investigating the pos-
sibility of building a hospital within city limits. 
With the guidance of the Manufacturers Asso-
ciation of East Chicago and the Poor 
Handmaids of Jesus Christ (Ancilla Domini 
Sisters), a committee was appointed, led by 
Colonel Walter J. Riley. Due to the tireless ef-
forts of these community and business leaders 
to formulate plans and raise money, Saint 
Catherine Hospital opened its doors on May 
17, 1928. 

Over the years, with the continued support 
of the Riley family and the Inland Steel 
Ryerson Foundation, the hospital flourished, 
increasing not only the number of beds but 
also the depth of its services. The medical 
staff at this time became well-known for their 
innovation and medical advancements, even-
tually creating the first school of x-ray tech-
nology in 1936. In addition, Saint Catherine 
Hospital became a very important location in 
the fight against polio, and in 1963, was the 
venue for the first open-heart operation. Ex-
pansion of the hospital continued through the 
years with new wings and remodeling, a new 
patient tower in 1987, and the Family Birthing 
Center in 1997. 

In 2001, Donald S. Powers, a true visionary 
and one of northwest Indiana’s finest citizens, 
brought together Saint Catherine Hospital, 
Community Hospital in Munster, and the Saint 
Mary Medical Center in Hobart to create the 
Community Healthcare System. From this vi-
sion emerged a partnership that would allow 
these outstanding hospitals to work together 
instead of competing with each other, resulting 
in one of America’s best integrated healthcare 
delivery systems. 

Subsequently, a $2.5 million MRI system 
was added at Saint Catherine Hospital and in 
2002, a $2.2 million renovation of the emer-
gency room was completed. In 2005, the 
CyberKnife Center opened, which brought the 
Community Healthcare System its most im-
pressive piece of technology to date. Recently, 
Saint Catherine Hospital was awarded the 
2008 HealthGrades Distinguished Hospital 
Award for Clinical Excellence, making it the 
third consecutive year that the hospital has re-
ceived this award. 

In honor of the 80th anniversary celebration, 
Saint Catherine Hospital will recognize the 
companies and individuals who have aided in 
the construction and enhancement of the hos-
pital. These honorees are: Donald S. Powers, 
ArcelorMittal Steel, ASF Keystone, BP, 
NIPSCO, the Poor Handmaids of Jesus Christ 
(Ancilla Domini Sisters), the Block family, and 
the Riley family. 

Madam Speaker, at this time I ask that you 
and my other distinguished colleagues join me 
in congratulating these honorees, as well as 
the staff and administration of Saint Catherine 
Hospital, past and present, who have spent 
the past 80 years providing quality healthcare 
services to the people of northwest Indiana. 
Through their efforts and their standards of ex-
cellence, many in the northwest Indiana com-
munity have had the opportunity to enhance 
their lives. It is the compassion and commit-
ment of facilities like Saint Catherine Hospital 
that make northwest Indiana such a great 
community, and they are to be commended 
for their selflessness and dedication. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:09 Jun 12, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K11JN8.006 E11JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 R

E
M

A
R

K
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1195 June 11, 2008 
HONORING THE MEMORY OF MR. 

DENNIS MIDDLETON 

HON. JO BONNER 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BONNER. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor and pay tribute to the memory of an 
exceptional leader, longtime Scoutmaster, and 
dedicated family man, Mr. Dennis Middleton. 

Dennis owned and operated E. L. Middleton 
and Son Garage in Loxley, Alabama, for the 
past 40 years. Dennis, along with his wife, 
Jean, took in and raised several foster chil-
dren. He also served as an assistant minister 
of the First Christian Church of Robertsdale 
for 30 years. As a member of the church, he 
worked with the Outreach Minister Program 
‘‘Life Connection’’ which focused on helping 
ex-offenders. However, the title for which he 
was most proud was Scoutmaster of Troop 45 
in Robertsdale. 

For 33 years, Dennis served as a Scout-
master of Troop 45. He was recently asked 
what Scouting meant to him, and his answer 
was ‘‘everything.’’ Dennis never expected his 
life to revolve around Scouting. When asked 
by the previous Scoutmaster to take charge of 
Troop 45, he decided to serve until a replace-
ment could be found. Three decades later, he 
positively influenced countless young lives and 
was once described as, ‘‘the backbone of 
Scouting’’ in his area. 

Dennis was a selfless individual, always 
eager to help anyone in need. For example, a 
few years ago during a Cub Scout campout, 
Dennis spent an entire day working on a bro-
ken water well. The Cub Scouts later found 
out that it was his birthday, and instead of 
being home celebrating with friends and fam-
ily, he was at the campground making sure 
the Cub Scouts had water. In recognition of 
his tireless efforts on behalf of the Scouts, a 
Scout lodge at the Silver Creek Campground 
was recently dedicated in his honor. Humbly, 
Dennis requested the new building not be 
named for him and instead follow the Scout 
tradition of honoring American Indian cultures. 
Today, the lodge is named Toknaawa Pahni, 
meaning ‘‘Silver Creek’’ in Muscogee, the na-
tive tribal group. 

The great contributions made by Dennis as 
Scoutmaster did not go unnoticed. He was 
honored with several Scout awards, such as, 
the Silver Beaver and the Order of the Arrow 
Vigil Honor. He also received the Who’s Who 
Gulf Coast Award in 1989. Dennis was a 
member of the Order of the Arrow WOA 
Cholena Lodge No. 322. He attended the 
Wood Badge SR 550 and was a member of 
the respectable ‘‘Bob White’’ patrol. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in remembering a dedicated community 
leader and friend to many throughout south 
Alabama. Dennis Middleton will be deeply 
missed by his family—his wife of 43 years, 
Jean Middleton; his daughters, Sabrina Mid-
dleton and Beverly Middleton; his son, Dennis 
Wayne Middleton; his foster son, Allen Kittrell; 
his sister, Mary Sue Archer and her husband 
David; his brother, Charles David Middleton 
and his wife Lillie; his 13 grandchildren—as 
well as the countless friends and fellow Scouts 
he leaves behind. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with them all 
during this difficult time. 

HONORING THE 40TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE TEXOMA COUNCIL 
OF GOVERNMENTS AND THE 
SERVICE OF VOLUNTEERS IN 
THE TEXOMA FOSTER GRAND-
PARENT PROGRAM 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the legacy of leadership 
within the Texoma Council of Governments, 
as well as the service of dedicated volunteers 
in the Texoma Foster Grandparent Program. 

The Texoma Council of Governments 
(TCOG) was formed by the Legislature in 
1968, and was designated under the authority 
of Chapter 391, Local Texas State Govern-
ment Code, along with 23 other State Plan-
ning Regions, to review and comment on Fed-
eral and State financial assistance requests. It 
is a voluntary organization comprised of city 
and county governments, colleges, school dis-
tricts, and chambers of commerce, determined 
to build strength through regional cooperation. 
TCOG is responsible for evaluating any 
project that would have an impact on the 
three-county area of Cooke, Fannin and Gray-
son Counties, and works to continually im-
prove the economic, social, and educational 
opportunities for the citizens in these regions. 

Due to the large number of senior commu-
nity servants in the area, TCOG founded the 
Texoma Foster Grandparent Program. This 
program is part of a national organization fo-
cused on utilizing area seniors, ages 60 or 
older, to mentor and tutor ‘‘at risk’’ youths. 
These volunteers serve approximately 40,000 
hours per year in public settings such as 
Texoma schools, day care, and community 
centers. On April 24th, the Program’s Advisory 
Council recognized its dedicated senior volun-
teers with a 50s themed recognition, fittingly 
entitled, ‘‘Volunteers Rock,’’ at the Sherman 
First United Methodist Church. Several area 
businesses donated food, door prizes, and 
funds to help make the event a success, as all 
volunteers received awards for hours served 
during the year. The Texoma Foster Grand-
parent Program Advisory Council and the pro-
gram’s volunteers are wonderful role models 
for the community at large, and I whole-
heartedly applaud them for utilizing their expe-
rience, talents, and energy to serve as a posi-
tive influence for special needs children and 
‘‘at risk’’ youths. 

But Texoma’s celebration doesn’t end there 
because on June 19, 2008, TCOG will cele-
brate its 40th Anniversary at Austin College 
with an event entitled ‘‘Legacy of Leadership.’’ 
Funds generated by business partners and 
vendors for this event will be returned to 
Texoma’s private sector and donated to the 
Texoma Senior Citizens Foundation. This is a 
wonderful opportunity to celebrate TCOG’s 
many accomplishments and legacy of service 
during the past 40 years. I want to commend 
current and past members who have contrib-
uted their time, talent and resources to make 
TCOG one of the most effective Councils of 
Government in the State. 

I am confident that the Texoma Council of 
Governments will continue to meet the chal-
lenges of the future and continue to provide 
outstanding services for those it represents, 

and I ask my colleagues to join me in con-
gratulating TCOG on its 40th Anniversary. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO OLD GLORY 

HON. DAVID G. REICHERT 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. REICHERT. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of the journey of remembrance 
our Nation’s flag has made over the past 6 
months, which culminated on Memorial Day 
when it flew over the Capitol and specifically 
the National Moment of Remembrance at 3 
p.m. that day. 

The flag’s journey started December 7, 
2007, in Hawaii to mark the 66th anniversary 
of the attack on Pearl Harbor. The flag made 
a stop on Christmas Eve in Washington’s 
Eighth District, at Tahoma National Cemetery 
in Kent, Washington. During its journey, Old 
Glory traveled to 28 different locations in 20 
States, being flown over a significant memorial 
site at every stop. The journey of our Nation’s 
flag is a wonderful way for this body and for 
citizens throughout this country to remember 
the sacrifices of millions of men and women in 
service to our great Nation. 

Ordinary men and women have done ex-
traordinary things time and again to preserve 
the values and beliefs that make the United 
States a wonderful country. Their brave sac-
rifices will never be forgotten or overlooked. 
As we speak, men and women are fighting for 
freedom and justice and helping to preserve 
peace in foreign lands throughout the world. 
Their remarkable sacrifices are being made 
not for personal gain or fame, but because of 
deep-seeded patriotism. That American spirit 
is alive and well and will preserve this Nation 
for years to come. 

On behalf of my constituents in the Eighth 
District of Washington, I want to take this mo-
ment to honor the service of our many sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, Marines and Coast 
Guardsmen. Their sacrifices allow Old Glory to 
fly. On Memorial Day, citizens throughout this 
country united to reflect on the valor and sac-
rifice we honor, and it is my hope that we 
carry that spirit every day of the year. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, I rise to 
offer a personal explanation. I was unavoid-
ably detained last Thursday, June 5, during 
the rollcall votes for the following bills: H.R. 
5540, Chesapeake Bay Gateways and 
Watertrails Network Continuing Authorization 
Act; H.R. 3058, Public Land Communities 
Transition Act of 2007. 

Had I been present, I would have voted: 
‘‘No’’ on rollcall vote 384, on the Bishop of 

Utah amendment to H.R. 5540, the Chesa-
peake Bay Gateways and Watertrails Network 
Continuing Authorization Act; 

‘‘No’’ on rollcall vote 385, on Motion To Re-
commit With Instructions, H.R. 5540, the 
Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Watertrails 
Network Continuing Authorization Act; 
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‘‘Yes’’ on rollcall vote 386, on Passage of 

H.R. 5540, the Chesapeake Bay Gateways 
and Watertrails Network Continuing Authoriza-
tion Act; 

‘‘Yes’’ on rollcall vote 387, on Motion To 
Suspend the Rules and Pass, as amended, 
the Public Land Communities Transition Act of 
2007, H.R. 3058. 

f 

HONORING THE SERVICE OF CALN 
TOWNSHIP CHIEF OF POLICE 
JOHN BENNETT 

HON. JIM GERLACH 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. GERLACH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a dedicated public servant from 
Chester County, Pennsylvania, who is leaving 
after a nearly six-year career with the Caln 
Township Police Department to accept the po-
sition of Chief of Police with Paradise Valley, 
Arizona. 

Chief of Police John Bennett joined the Caln 
Township Police Department as Chief of Po-
lice in June 30, 2002, replacing the retiring 
Chief James Franciscus. Prior to his time as 
Chief of Police in Caln Township, Chief Ben-
nett served as Deputy Chief of Police of 
Marple Township in Delaware County, Penn-
sylvania, and has served in law enforcement 
for over 36 years in Delaware and Chester 
Counties. 

As Chief of Police, John oversaw a depart-
ment of 20 officers, with a lieutenant, four ser-
geants, and two investigators. John’s leader-
ship has helped make the Cain Township Po-
lice Department a first class law enforcement 
agency. During his six-year tenure as Chief of 
Police, Chief Bennett was instrumental in es-
tablishing an investigative division, creating a 
bicycle patrol unit and the Youth Aid Panel. 
Also during this time, John was responsible for 
sending two officers to the FBI National Acad-
emy. 

In addition to his duties as Chief of Police, 
Chief Bennett also served on several execu-
tive boards and committees, notably on the 
Executive Board of the Chester County Chiefs 
of Police, the Civil Rights Committee for the 
International Chiefs of Police, the Legislative 
Committee for the Pennsylvania Chiefs of Po-
lice, and as Committee Chair of the Chester 
County Major Incident Response Team. Chief 
Bennett’s service and accomplishments will be 
celebrated on Thursday, June 12, 2008 at the 
Caln Township Municipal Building. 

Madam Speaker, I ask that my colleagues 
join me today in praising the outstanding serv-
ice of Chief of Police John Bennett, and all 
those who take an oath to serve and protect 
their communities. 

f 

HONORING DEBORAH A. YOW 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I am pleased 
to congratulate the University of Maryland’s 
Deborah A. Yow on her selection as the next 
President of the Division 1A Athletic Directors’ 

Association. Ms. Yow is the first woman to fill 
this national leadership role, responsible for 
coordinating the efforts of collegiate athletic di-
rectors at 1,600 colleges and universities 
across the United States and Canada. 

The Association’s Executive Director, Dutch 
Baughman, praised Ms. Yow as ‘‘an extremely 
capable and effective leader.’’ He added that 
‘‘She has not only influenced the lives of over 
450 athletics administrators over the past 
seven years, but she has been evaluated by 
those [fellow administrators] as the best.’’ 

After 14 years of success at the University 
of Maryland, her national role is well-earned. 
Overseeing 27 sports and more than 700 stu-
dent-athletes, Debbie Yow has built a reputa-
tion as one of America’s most accomplished 
athletic leaders. Under her leadership, Mary-
land teams have won 17 national champion-
ships, while maintaining balanced budgets and 
a high graduation rate of 85 percent. In fact, 
last year’s graduation rate was the highest in 
the history of Maryland athletics and the best 
of any public institution in the Atlantic Coast 
Conference. Ms. Yow has excelled as an edu-
cator, an administrator, and a fundraiser, and 
has repeatedly been ranked among the 20 
most influential people in collegiate athletics. 
At the same time, she has served in public life 
as an advocate for women’s sports and the 
protection of Title IX. 

Her new position is the capstone on a ca-
reer dedicated to the highest purposes of col-
lege athletics: Debbie Yow’s work shows that 
‘‘student-athlete’’ is far from an empty expres-
sion. I thank her for all that she has done for 
our State, its flagship university, and its stu-
dents. And I wish her the best of luck, both in 
her continuing duties as University of Mary-
land Athletic Director and as a voice for ath-
letic directors throughout North America. 

f 

IN HONOR OF REVEREND DR. OTIS 
MOSS JR. 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of Reverend Dr. Otis Moss Jr. 
A profoundly respected and influential member 
of the Greater Cleveland community and a 
leader of greater Cleveland’s civic culture, Dr. 
Otis Moss Jr. is this year’s recipient of Cleve-
land’s NAACP’s Freedom Award. 

The Freedom Award is the highest form of 
recognition awarded by Cleveland’s NAACP 
and is awarded to members of the community 
who have dedicated their lives to fostering so-
cial change and building a society based on 
the ideals of equality and justice. Dr. Otis 
Moss Jr., a resident of the Cleveland area for 
over thirty years, carries with him a rich history 
of public service and advocacy, especially in 
the African-American community. Born in rural 
Georgia and a graduate of Morehouse College 
in Atlanta, he worked along side Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King Jr., leading sit-ins and advocating for 
desegregation during the civil rights era. 

He became a pastor in 1954, serving in var-
ious Baptist Churches throughout Georgia until 
1961, when he moved to Mount Zion Baptist 
Church in Cincinnati. In this capacity, he con-
tinued fighting for equality locally by chal-
lenging discrimination in the workplace. Dr. 

Otis Moss Jr. left his position at Mount Zion 
Baptist Church to march once again alongside 
Martin Luther King Jr. in Alabama and Wash-
ington and to serve as Co-Pastor with Martin 
Luther King Sr. at Alabama’s Ebenezer Baptist 
Church. He later returned to Ohio in 1974, to 
lead one of Cleveland’s largest and most 
prominent churches, Olivet Institutional Baptist 
Church. He has served as Senior Pastor of 
Olivet Institutional Baptist Church for over thir-
ty years, working closely with the greater 
Cleveland community in continuing the fight 
for civil rights and access to quality medical 
care. In the late 1990’s, he worked with Uni-
versity Hospitals to create the Otis Moss Jr. 
Medical Center in the Fairfax neighborhood of 
Cleveland, bringing desperately needed re-
sources and access to quality health care to 
its residents. 

Dr. Otis Moss Jr’s ability to mobilize the 
community and to advocate for the social wel-
fare of others has been manifested in the var-
ious leadership roles he has played. His lead-
ership has served as an undeniable source of 
inspiration to many who want social justice. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in recognition of Reverend Dr. Otis Moss 
Jr., who has dedicated his life to serving his 
Church and the Greater Cleveland community. 
Let his advocacy on behalf of the welfare of 
others serve as inspiration for all those in pur-
suit of social justice. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO BILL KIBBY 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize Mr. Bill Kibby and to congratulate 
him on being inducted into the Iowa Athletic 
Directors Hall of Fame 

Bill Kibby has been a teacher and coach for 
44 years, 40 of which he has been an athletic 
director. His educational career began as a 
teacher at Bayard Consolidated School. At 
Bayard he was involved in coaching football, 
basketball, cross country, and track. He then 
began his tenure at Johnston High School 
where, in 1967, he became the school’s ath-
letic director. After his service in Johnston, Mr. 
Kibby moved to Fort Dodge where he was St. 
Edmond Catholic High School’s football coach 
and athletic director for 21 years. For 16 of 
those years he also helped coach track, but 
resigned when he accepted the position of 
principal at Sacred Heart Junior High School. 
During his time at St. Edmond and Sacred 
Heart he also made time to coach basketball 
and softball. 

In 1988, Mr. Kibby took his final position in 
his stellar educational career at Jefferson- 
Scranton. Upon his retirement in 2006, Mr. 
Kibby continued to coach football at Jefferson- 
Scranton. 

In his long and illustrious career Mr. Kibby 
can boast of many exemplary achievements. 
During his time as a coach, his football teams 
combined have claimed over 200 victories, in-
cluding more than 100 wins at two different 
schools, and 11 state football play-off con-
tests. 

Mr. Kibby has also been bestowed with 
many noteworthy individual awards. In 2006 
he was named IFCA Coach of the Year and 
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was a finalist in 2004 for Iowa High School 
Athletic Association Athletic Director of the 
Year. In 2001 Mr. Kibby received the IHSAA 
Bernie Saggau Award of Merit. 

I would like to express my appreciation to 
Mr. Kibby for his steadfast dedication to edu-
cation and congratulate him on the honor of 
being inducted into the Iowa Athletic Directors 
Hall of Fame. 

f 

HONORING THE MEMORY OF 
JAMES P. HAYES, JR. 

HON. JO BONNER 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BONNER. Madam Speaker, the state of 
Alabama recently lost a dear friend, and I rise 
today to honor the memory of Mr. James P. 
Hayes, Jr. 

Jim was born in Brewton, Alabama, and 
graduated from T.R. Miller High School. He 
then received both his bachelor’s and master’s 
degrees in Industrial Engineering from the Uni-
versity of Alabama. While at the university, he 
was a member of the Tau Beta Pi honor fra-
ternity and the Delta Kappa Epsilon social fra-
ternity. 

Jim’s many years of public service began 
when he joined former Alabama Governor Don 
Siegelman’s administration in 1999 and served 
as revenue commissioner. He later served as 
director of the Alabama Development Office, 
executive secretary, land commissioner, and 
senior advisor to Governor Siegelman. Jim 
also served as director of planning and acqui-
sitions for the Louisiana Land and Exploration 
Company, and he was director of First Com-
mercial Bank in Birmingham and BancTrust Fi-
nancial in Mobile. 

Not only was he a dedicated public servant, 
but Jim was also an active civic leader. He 
was a past president of the Supporters Board 
of the UAB Comprehensive Cancer Center. 
He was a supporter of the Lakeshore Founda-
tion, the Crippled Children’s Foundation, the 
Greater Birmingham Humane Society, and nu-
merous other charitable foundations. 

In 2002, Jim became president of the Eco-
nomic Development Partnership of Alabama 
and restructured the group. Jim led the EDPA 
out of debt, while working tirelessly to improve 
the lives of all Alabama citizens. 

The work of Jim Hayes did not go unno-
ticed. In 1994, the University of Alabama 
named him its Alumnus of the Year. And, he 
was recently honored when the University of 
Alabama’s James P. Hayes Moral Forum was 
endowed in his name. In 2004, the University 
of Alabama bestowed Jim an honorary doc-
torate and named him a Distinguished Engi-
neering Fellow. In recognition of all his won-
derful work, Jim received the Outstanding 
Civic Leader Award on National Philanthropy 
Day in 2007. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in remembering a dedicated businessman, 
public servant, husband, and friend to all. Jim 
Hayes will be deeply missed by his wife, Ann 
Beauchamp Hayes; his sisters, Margaret 
Hayes Brunstad and Susan Hayes Curry; his 
five nieces, and his nephew—as well as the 
many countless friends he leaves behind. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with them all 
at this difficult time. 

MERIDA INITIATIVE TO COMBAT 
ILLICIT NARCOTICS AND REDUCE 
ORGANIZED CRIME AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 2008 

SPEECH OF 

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 10, 2008 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, as Chair of 
the Workforce Protections Subcommittee, I 
join U.S. and international labor organizations 
in their strong concern about this bill. 

As introduced, the bill goes a long way to 
improve upon the President’s request. The 
human rights protections have been strength-
ened, but must be further improved. 

We must ensure that before any agreement 
is authorized and funded, the most basic 
human and labor rights have been guaran-
teed. 

I have strong concerns about abuses com-
mitted by Mexican and some of the Central 
American law enforcement agencies. 

Labor activists and community leaders have 
been harassed, arrested, and physically as-
saulted. Many live in fear for themselves and 
for their families. 

I am concerned that these same law en-
forcement officials will be receiving military- 
style training, transportation, and weapons. Do 
we want to be putting military helicopters and 
weaponry in their hands? 

We must proceed with extreme caution on 
this proposal. I will have to oppose the legisla-
tion in its current form. I hope that we will be 
able to address the concerns of human and 
labor rights leaders here at home and in the 
Merida nations when the bill is in conference 
with the Senate version. 

f 

CLIMATE CHANGE LEGISLATION 
AND COMMUNITIES OF COLOR 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in support of passing meaningful climate 
change legislation that includes programs to 
reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. Cli-
mate change is one of the most urgent issues 
of our time and will affect the whole world, but 
the brunt of the climate burden will undoubt-
edly be taken by the poorest populations. 

Low-lying coastal areas and urban inner cit-
ies are particularly vulnerable to the effects of 
climate change. The construction of interstate 
highways has concentrated greenhouse gases 
in urban communities and increased the prev-
alence of asthma in those areas. 70 percent of 
African-American people live near environ-
mentally unfriendly industries like coal fired 
plants. These plants emit greenhouse gases 
and other pollutants that adversely affect the 
air quality in the communities around them. 

The issue of climate change is not only 
about African-Americans, but a much broader 
Black community. The Black Diaspora and Af-
ricans are particularly vulnerable to the ad-
verse effects of environmental inaction. It is 
estimated that 75–250 million Africans can be 
affected by the stresses that climate change 

has on water supply and a rapidly changing 
ecosystem. 

The ingenuity of the people of the United 
States will allow our country to become a 
leader in curbing global warming by paving the 
way with well-planned legislation and creating 
jobs that will boost the economy. Prompt, de-
cisive action is critical, since global warming 
pollutants can persist in the atmosphere for 
more than a century. 

The most important thing to remember is 
that the most expensive policy is that of doing 
nothing. We cannot afford not to take action. 
The impact that climate change has on our 
ecosystems, health, and food and energy 
costs is irreversible. By taking aggressive ac-
tion on this urgent issue, we are showing our 
constituents and the world that climate change 
is highly prioritized by the United States and 
furthermore, it determines the decisiveness 
and speed with which we as a country will 
confront this issue in the future. 

f 

IN HONOR OF SAMEER MISHRA, 
SCRIPPS NATIONAL SPELLING 
BEE CHAMPION 

HON. STEVE BUYER 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, on May 30, 
2008, Sameer Mishra, an eighth grader at 
West Lafayette Junior/Senior High School in 
West Lafayette, Indiana, made his family, 
school, city and State proud when he won the 
2008 Scripps National Spelling Bee in Wash-
ington, D.C. Sameer outlasted 287 other com-
petitors to become this year’s champion. 

In order to become the National Spelling 
Bee Champion, Sameer had to spell many 
complex words. The final word that stood be-
tween him and his victory was ‘‘guerdon’’— 
meaning a reward. After 3 years of hard work, 
he finally received his ultimate ‘‘guerdon’’. 

Before Sameer’s spelling bee days, he 
watched his big sister, Shruti, compete in the 
National Spelling Bee, and he told his family 
that one day he would win the Scripps Na-
tional Spelling Bee. True to his promise, he 
won the title on the very last opportunity that 
he was eligible. 

This was Sameer’s fourth and last year in 
the competition. In 2005 he tied for 98th place. 
He made a huge jump in 2006 when he 
recieved 14th place, and last year he placed 
a well respected 16th. 

When he is not out-spelling middle school 
students from across the Nation, Sameer 
loves to read and participates in his school’s 
book club. He enjoys playing computer and 
video games, as well as board games. 
Sameer has played the violin for 4 years in his 
school orchestra. He also likes to ride his bike 
and hang out with his friends. His favorite sub-
jects are science and math. 

Sameer is a competitive student. He partici-
pates in contests such as Spell Bowl, Aca-
demic Super Bowl and Indiana State School 
Music Association. With his spelling bee days 
behind him, Sameer looks forward to high 
school and lofty goals that include a career as 
a neurosurgeon. 

Sameer Mishra is a remarkable young man. 
His competitive spirit and drive will take him 
far in life. His ability to set goals and work 
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hard to achieve them makes him a shining ex-
ample that other children can aspire to. 

f 

U.S. ARMY RESERVE RETURNS TO 
LIFE-SAVING AIR AMBULANCE 
MISSION 

HON. C.W. BILL YOUNG 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Speaker, 
with the delivery of the first two HH–60 
Blackhawk helicopters this past Saturday to F 
Company, 1st Battalion, 159th Aviation Regi-
ment, at the St. Petersburg-Clearwater Inter-
national Airport in Florida, the U.S. Army Re-
serve is preparing to resume its life-saving air 
evacuation mission. 

Lieutenant General Jack C. Stultz, the Chief 
of the Army Reserve, and I joined in cere-
monies to accept the delivery of the first of the 
12 helicopters that will be assigned to this 
unit, which officially stands up its operations 
this September. The Army Reserve stopped 
flying air evacuation missions in 1993, but 
General Stultz, realizing the tremendous de-
mand for these operations throughout the 
world, made it a priority to reestablish this ca-
pability. 

Given the advancements of armored vehi-
cles, body armor, and medical care adminis-
tered in the field, we are able to save the lives 
of servicemembers who in prior conflicts would 
have died. With the state-of-the-art helicopters 
like those we received Saturday, we are sav-
ing lives and getting those injured men and 
women to field hospitals quicker than ever so 
they can receive the care they need and they 
so richly deserve. 

The HH–60 air ambulance helicopters are 
emergency rooms in the air. They are 
equipped with the finest possible medical sys-
tems to provide critical care for up to six pa-
tients. These systems include an electronic 
patient litter system, on-board oxygen genera-
tion system, medical suction system, patient 
monitors and high intensity night vision goggle 
compatible lighting. 

The aircraft are also equipped with the most 
advanced avionics and special mission sys-
tems to assist the crew in locating and res-
cuing injured personnel on the battlefield. 
These include forward looking infrared (FLIR) 
systems and an external rescue hoist to quick-
ly raise and lower patients and rescue per-
sonnel. In addition, the new HH–60s have ad-
ditional payload and range to allow them to 
carry more patients and fly longer distances 
without refueling. 

The men and women who fly these mis-
sions as pilots, flight engineers, and medics 
are the best our Nation has to offer. We owe 
them the finest equipment to perform their 
mission safely and securely, but the machin-
ery and technology means nothing if we did 
not have the people willing to fly into harm’s 
way to save a fellow American. 

The MEDEVAC crews are defenseless in 
flying their machines. They have no defensive 
systems on board and they often fly unaccom-
panied and must land under hostile fire to pick 
up their patients. As I said Saturday, it takes 
a special person to perform this mission and 
to perform it so well. 

They fly with the same spirit as one of the 
legendary MEDEVAC pilots, Major Charles 

‘‘Combat’’ Kelly, who died while flying a mis-
sion in Vietnam in 1964. He coined what is 
now the motto for all MEDEVAC crews: ‘‘No 
compromise. No rationalization. No hesitation. 
Fly the mission. Now!’’ 

Madam Speaker, let us take time today to 
honor the MEDEVAC crews that have brought 
home so many of our heroes to their families 
and friends. It is my distinct honor to have the 
privilege to represent the newly formed F 
Company in Pinellas County, Florida, and I 
look forward to being with the unit when it offi-
cially stands up later this year. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Speaker, un-
fortunately, I was unable to make the following 
votes yesterday because of a developing crisis 
in Iowa’s 1st Congressional District. Massive 
flooding is leading to evacuations and it is only 
expected to get worse. Although I realize how 
important it is to cast votes in Washington, the 
well-being of my constituents comes first, and 
I need to be in the District to assist in any way 
I can. 

On Rollcall 394, H. Res. 1063, I was not 
present. If I had been there, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

On Rollcall 395, H. Con. Res. 318, I was 
not present. If I had been there, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

On Rollcall 396, H. Con. Res. 336, I was 
not present. If I had been there, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

HONORING GOODWILL INDUSTRIES 
OF SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

HON. HENRY CUELLAR 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. CUELLAR. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor Goodwill Industries of San Antonio, 
Texas, in its mission of helping change lives 
through their participation in the AbilityOne 
Program. In the city of San Antonio, Goodwill 
has a strong presence, providing over 
$15,000,000 of services in document manage-
ment, administration, and custodial mainte-
nance through the AbilityOne Program. The 
AbilityOne Program provides employment op-
portunities to those with disabilities. 

The AbilityOne Program got its beginning in 
1938 in legislation known as the Wagner- 
O’Day Act, passed by President Roosevelt, 
which provided employment opportunities for 
the blind. In 1971, the program was redesig-
nated as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day, JWOD, 
Program due to the work of Senator Jacob 
Javits in expanding the program to include 
people with disabilities and allowing the pro-
gram to provide services to the Federal Gov-
ernment. Goodwill Industries of San Antonio 
was the first agency in the Nation to take on 
a contract provided by the JWOD Program 
shortly after its expansion in 1971, and con-
tinues to do so through the AbilityOne Pro-
gram today. 

Currently, Goodwill employs over 300 peo-
ple in 40 diverse commercial, Federal and 
State contracts. Goodwill is the fourth largest 
contract services provider in the Nation, 
amongst 170 other Goodwill locations. Its his-
tory of success and development of working 
relationships has earned Goodwill a 90 per-
cent satisfaction rating for multiple years with 
their customers. I am proud that the employ-
ment of people with disabilities has played a 
large role in the operation of Goodwill Indus-
tries in San Antonio, Texas. 

Madam Speaker, I am honored to have had 
this time to recognize the commitment of 
Goodwill Industries of San Antonio to ensuring 
the employment of those with disabilities 
through the AbilityOne Program. 

f 

NEW ERA OF REFORM IN 
MALAYSIA 

HON. ADAM SMITH 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam Speaker, 
I would like to bring my colleagues’ attention 
to significant political developments in South-
east Asia. Malaysia, which recently held major 
elections, is embarking on a new set of demo-
cratic reforms to deal with some of the serious 
problems that the country faces. I am pleased 
to see that Malaysia is moving toward reforms 
that would support the rule of law and a more 
open society. 

Malaysian Prime Minister Abdullah Badawi 
has announced a series of initiatives that 
would help demonstrate Malaysia’s commit-
ment to government reform and to moderate 
and progressive principles of democracy. The 
actions respond to the call for reform issued 
by voters in the March 8 elections. 

The Malaysian government has proposed a 
series of judicial reforms to strengthen the 
independence of judges and improve trust and 
respect for the Malaysian judicial system, and 
steps to fight corruption. The government 
plans to take steps that would provide greater 
press freedoms as well. 

Malaysia is a moderate country of 25 million 
people in Southeast Asia with a dominant 
Muslim population. The country is of signifi-
cant importance to the United States and our 
interests in the region. Democratic develop-
ment in Malaysia is important not only to the 
political stability and economic growth of 
Southeast Asia but the fight against extre-
mism. 

I would like to submit for the RECORD and 
for the benefit of my colleagues an editorial by 
the Wall Street Journal Asia that comments on 
these reforms. 

In closing, I encourage my colleagues to 
take notice of recent developments in Malay-
sia and to support the government as it works 
to implement democratic reforms that could 
benefit Malaysia and help support U.S. inter-
ests. 
[From The Wall Street Journal, Apr. 24, 2008] 

REFORMING MALAYSIA 
Malaysia’s economy has long been open to 

competition, but its political system has 
not. Last month’s opposition-party electoral 
victories changed all that. Now, Prime Min-
ister Abdullah Badawi has started to com-
pete for voters’ hearts, based on what the 
people want. 
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Mr. Abdullah’s announcements over the 

past two weeks are nothing short of remark-
able. Last Thursday, he acknowledged ‘‘per-
ceived corruption’’ in the judiciary and an-
nounced an independent committee to vet 
prospective judges. On Monday, he promised 
to beef up the nation’s Anti-Corruption 
Agency, implement laws to protect whistle-
blowers, and make changes to government 
procurement practices—long a source of pa-
tronage for his party, the United Malays Na-
tional Organization, and the coalition it 
leads, the National Front. 

None of these ideas are new. In fact, Mr. 
Abdullah himself promised better, cleaner 
governance when he took office in 2004. Ma-
laysia’s voters gave him four years to imple-
ment his promises. Last month, voters deliv-
ered their verdict: They handed opposition 
parties control of five out of 13 states, up 
from one—their biggest parliamentary gains 
since the country’s founding. 

With that reprimand, Mr. Abdullah now 
seems to realize that democracy in Malaysia 
matters. And he’s ripped reform ideas 
straight from the opposition parties’ play-
books. Anwar Ibrahim’s National Justice 
Party, for instance, has long advocated judi-
cial reform and the protection of whistle-
blowers. The new chief minister of Penang, a 
member of the Democratic Action Party, 
called for an open tender system for govern-
ment procurement last month. 

A wise leader will always appropriate good 
ideas, especially ones recently endorsed at 
the ballot box. Doing so is also a savvy polit-
ical move for Mr. Abdullah. His standing as 
head of UMNO was put in question after his 
party’s electoral losses last month. It still 
is—on Sunday, a former finance minister, 
Razaleigh Hamzah, said he’d contest for the 
party leadership. 

If the Prime Minister can reposition him-
self as a reformer who enjoys public support, 
it will be harder for his internal challengers 
to unseat him, come the party congress in 
December. Showing that UMNO can reform 
is also a chance for Mr. Abdullah to slow the 
opposition’s political momentum at a time 
when it is still enjoying the aftermath of 
last month’s election victories. 

The Prime Minister may also be thinking 
about his legacy. The first to hold that office 
after over two decades of rule under 
Mahathir Mohamad, Mr. Abdullah was seen 
as a transitional figure who would bring 
greater freedoms to his country. At first, he 
did, loosening controls on the press and 
cracking down on a few corrupt officials. But 
largely as last month’s vote showed—he has 
so far failed. 

Malaysia needs the reforms now on offer, 
and fast. Corruption undermines the coun-
try’s economic competitiveness and its 
attractiveness as a place to do business. 
That depresses investment, and employment 
opportunities for Malaysians. Without a 
strong judiciary or a free press, the only way 
citizens feel they can show their discontent 
is to protest on the streets. Giving Malay-
sians a justice system they trust would help 
alleviate some, if not all, of those griev-
ances. 

None of these reforms can be implemented 
overnight, and most will be strongly opposed 
by UMNO’s political machine, which has ben-
efited for years from its opaque patronage 
system. But the threat of being unseated 
from office should be a good motivation for 
the party to take Mr. Abdullah’s ideas seri-
ously. Its about time. 

IN HONOR OF THE ROCK AND 
ROLL HALL OF FAME AND MU-
SEUM 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of the Rock and Roll Hall of 
Fame and Museum, located in the heart of 
historic downtown Cleveland, Ohio, and in rec-
ognition of the site’s significant contributions to 
preserving American culture. 

The Rock and Roll Hall of Fame and Mu-
seum opened its doors in 1995 and attracts 
visitors from all over the country and the 
world. The Museum provides educational pro-
grams and opportunities for visitors to fully ex-
perience the history and impact that music has 
had on our culture. Artists and musicians from 
all over the world perform at the Rock and 
Roll Hall of Fame and Museum and teach 
their audiences about the social significance of 
making music. 

With carefully preserved artifacts from many 
of our country’s favorite artists and the history 
behind some of the most beloved songs, the 
Hall of Fame and Museum showcases the sig-
nificant impact that music has had in so many 
of our nation’s social, cultural and political his-
torical events. Throughout history, musicians 
have used their music as a vehicle to give 
voice to the voiceless, to challenge many so-
cial, cultural and political norms, and to cele-
brate that most human of emotions, love. This 
year, on June 13, 2008, the Rock and Roll 
Hall of Fame and Museum, along with the 
Joint Veterans Commission of Cuyahoga 
County, is commemorating Flag Day, the 
233rd Birthday of the U.S. Army, and hosting 
a naturalization ceremony. I join the Hall of 
Fame and Museum and the JVCOCC of 
Cleveland in their celebration of these impor-
tant events. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in honor of the Rock and Roll Hall of 
Fame Museum and in recognition of its unique 
and significant contributions to preserving 
American Culture and of its outstanding edu-
cational outreach programs. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO BONNIE BAKER 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize Mrs. Bonnie Baker of Clarion, 
Iowa on her 26-year postal career and con-
gratulate her on the occasion of her retire-
ment. Mrs. Baker has been a shining example 
of dedicated public service throughout her ca-
reer. 

Mrs. Baker began in 1982 by working as a 
window clerk in Dows, Iowa. The following 
year she moved to the Clarion Post Office, 
again working the front window. During her 
tenure in Clarion, Mrs. Baker worked periodi-
cally at the EDS plant when her services were 
needed. In October of 1993 she accepted a 
full-time position working for EDS. 

Mrs. Baker was responsible for a variety of 
duties at her most recent position, including 

resolving different mailing problems that may 
arise, managing the transportation system, 
and instructing new employees on their var-
ious assignments. 

I commend Bonnie Baker for her service to 
the State of Iowa throughout her many years 
in her postal career. It is an immense honor to 
represent Mrs. Baker in the United States 
Congress, and I know that my colleagues join 
me in wishing her a long, happy and healthy 
retirement. 

f 

HONORING THE CHEERLEADERS 
OF BOOKER T. WASHINGTON 
SENIOR HIGH 

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to take this opportunity to offer my 
warmest congratulations to a special group of 
cheerleaders in my Congressional District. The 
cheerleading team of Booker T. Washington 
Senior High recently took first place in their di-
vision at the Ameri-Cheer International Com-
petition in Orlando, Florida. This is a wonderful 
accomplishment and I know that I join with our 
whole community in honoring their success. 

With all their hard work, skill, and commit-
ment to excellence, these young adults man-
aged to bring home to their school a very no-
table title. These athletes truly deserve to be 
recognized as models for perseverance. All 
who know them can readily appreciate the 
can-do feeling that emanates from the group 
and their unyielding desire to succeed. They 
have shown us what it means to be the best. 

I also recognize that it was with the support 
of their parents, teachers, and friends that 
these cheerleaders were able to win such a 
demanding competition. Those closest to this 
team were just as vital in its success as com-
ponents in the motivation that allowed them to 
go so far. The devotion that family and friends 
offer is incredibly important and I am delighted 
with their involvement in this endeavor. 

At this time I would like to submit into the 
RECORD the names of the cheerleading team 
from Booker T. Washington Senior High: Luria 
Davis, Head Coach; Sharon Parker, Assistant 
Coach; Frankeetha Roberts, Assistant Coach; 
Bridgette Godfrey, Senior; Samkia Kirkland, 
Senior; Tamkia Kirkland, Senior; Tania Hall, 
Senior; Prensata Adams, Senior; Constance 
Caffey, Senior; Rudellee Lewin, Senior; Tiffany 
Cruz-Brown, Junior; Sheltonise Clements, 
Sophomore; Laquanna Farquharson, Fresh-
man; Tatianna Johnson, Freshman; Shamira 
Abbott, Freshman; 

I ask my colleagues to join me in congratu-
lating these wonderful students and teachers 
for their success at this year’s Ameri-Cheer 
International Competition. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF DENNIS 
MANGERS 

HON. DORIS O. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Ms. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I rise in trib-
ute to Dennis Mangers as he retires after 
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nearly 27 successful years with the California 
Cable & Telecommunications Association. As 
Dennis enters the next phase in his life and 
his family and friends gather to celebrate his 
illustrious career, I ask that all my colleagues 
join me in honoring his many remarkable ac-
complishments. 

For the last 27 years, Dennis has been a 
tireless pioneer for the cable industry. As a 
chief lobbyist and then the head of the Cali-
fornia Cable & Telecommunications Associa-
tion, Dennis has garnered many accolades for 
his efforts. In 1994, he was given the Brad 
Wojcoski Award, an honor reserved to recog-
nize a cable and telecommunications industry 
employee whose efforts have made a signifi-
cant impact in the fight against HIV and AIDS 
in their local community. In 1998 he received 
the Vanguard Award, which is the cable indus-
try’s highest decoration for outstanding service 
at the State and regional level. And in 2004, 
Dennis was inducted into the Cable Center’s 
Cable Pioneer Exhibit, which applauds 
groundbreaking leaders in the cable industry. 

In addition to his invaluable work in the pri-
vate sector for the cable industry, Dennis has 
had an impressive career in the public sector. 
His remarkable journey began as a teacher in 
the Long Beach Unified School District in 
1964. As an educator, Dennis worked dili-
gently to ensure that every child received 
equal access to quality education. In 1968, he 
became one of California’s youngest school 
principals, serving first at the Earlimart Ele-
mentary School in Tulare and later at the 
Fountain Valley Elementary School in Orange 
County. 

Dennis’s devotion to improving our edu-
cational system continued with him as a Cali-
fornia State Assemblyman. Elected in 1976, 
he quickly became the chair of the Sub-
committee on Educational Reform. This al-
lowed him to lead the State Legislative Task 
Force for the Improvement of Pre- and In- 
Service Training for School Administrators. 
This program helped recruit teachers and 
school administrators for California’s edu-
cational system. Additionally, during his time in 
the Assembly, Dennis authored the Gifted and 
Talented Education Act (GATE). The GATE 
program is now a staple of California’s edu-
cational system and allows for unique edu-
cational opportunities for students who have 
been identified as high achieving. 

From his love for singing, to his enthusiasm 
for education, to his years giving back to the 
public as an elected official, Dennis has expe-
rienced many great things in his lifetime while 
also being active with many nonprofits. 
Throughout his career Dennis has cham-
pioned tolerance and appreciation of diversity 
in the Sacramento region and across Cali-
fornia. Dennis was a founding member and 
currently serves as the chairman of the board 
of directors for the Capitol Unity Council. The 
council was formed after the murder of a gay 
couple and the torching of three of Sac-
ramento’s synagogues in 1999. The council 
works to promote tolerance in the community, 
and Dennis has been leading the effort to 
build a center for diversity in downtown Sac-
ramento. Thanks to his vision, this project is 
moving forward and upon completion will 
serve as an interactive learning experience 
where youth and visitors will engage in pro-
grams and activities that embrace inclusion, 
honor California’s diversity, and motivate peo-
ple to play an active role in building unity in 
their communities. 

Madam Speaker, I am honored to recognize 
the numerous contributions made by Dennis 
during his lifetime of service. During his career 
he has worked tirelessly to further causes he 
believes in and has touched many people’s 
lives both directly and indirectly. On behalf of 
the people of Sacramento and the Fifth Con-
gressional District of California, I ask all my 
colleagues to join me in thanking my friend, 
Dennis Mangers, for his public service as we 
wish him success in his future endeavors. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 100-YEAR ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE ESTABLISH-
MENT OF ST. MARY’S COOPERA-
TIVE CREDIT ASSOCIATION 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
support H. Con. Res. 1145, which recognizes 
the 100-year anniversary of the establishment 
of St. Mary’s Cooperative Credit Association. 
Created to service the financial needs of tex-
tile workers, St. Mary’s Cooperative Credit As-
sociation, or the People’s Bank, as it was ap-
propriately renamed, was the Nation’s first 
credit union. 

Since the creation of St. Mary’s Cooperative 
Credit Association, credit unions have grown 
to become a major part of the American finan-
cial services system. Today there are over 
8,500 credit unions in the United States, serv-
ing over 90 million members. 

During my years of service on the House 
Committee on Financial Services, I have had 
the opportunity to get to know many credit 
union employees. I have always been im-
pressed with their commitment to serving their 
credit union members and their communities. 
In many ways, credit unions exemplify the 
best of the free market system. Since credit 
unions are formed specifically to serve their 
members, credit unions put the interests of 
their depositors first. 

I hope that Congress will follow-up today’s 
legislation by soon considering H.R. 5519, the 
Credit Union Regulatory Relief Act of 2008, 
which repeals Federal regulations that hinder 
credit unions from improving their services. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
support H. Con. Res. 1145, and I encourage 
all my colleagues to join me in supporting this 
resolution and saluting all credit unions for 
their vital role in strengthening America’s fi-
nancial services industry. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO PAUL E. GALLIS OF 
THE CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE 

HON. JOHN S. TANNER 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. TANNER. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the accomplishments of Dr. Paul E. 
Gallis, specialist in European Affairs with the 
Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division 
of the Congressional Research Service. Dr. 
Gallis is retiring on July 3, 2008, after serving 
the Nation for approximately 28 years in var-

ious positions at CRS, in the Senate, and in 
the State Department. In particular, Dr. Gallis 
served the Congress for 24 years as an expert 
in and objective observer of European security 
affairs. He has been the institutional memory 
of Congress on vital transatlantic political and 
security issues spanning multiple Congresses, 
several U.S. administrations, and key events 
in foreign policy. He has been an especially 
valued resource to Members and committees 
in Congress on all matters relating to the 
NATO alliance and relations with our Euro-
pean allies. 

Dr. Gallis started working at CRS in June 
1984 as an analyst in West European affairs. 
He came to CRS after working for 3 years in 
the office of Senator JOSEPH BIDEN as a policy 
advisor and speech writer. Before that, he 
served as a special assistant to Ambassador 
Rozanne Ridgway at the Department of State. 
Dr. Gallis received an M.A. and Ph.D. in Euro-
pean history at Brown University, and a B.A. 
in history and French from Davidson College. 
He studied at the École des Hautes Études in 
Paris, France. 

Dr. Gallis quickly emerged as a leading 
CRS expert on European security affairs. His 
early work focused on vital and often con-
troversial cold war-era security issues such as 
the Strategic Defense Initiative, SDI, and allied 
responses; the conventional arms balance in 
Europe; and policy issues surrounding the In-
termediate-Range Nuclear Force, INF, Treaty. 
With the end of the cold war, Dr. Gallis’s work 
incorporated significant changes in the trans-
atlantic relationship, turning to burdensharing 
issues surrounding the first Persian Gulf war, 
as well as international diplomacy leading to 
Germany’s unification. 

Throughout his career at CRS, Dr. Gallis 
served as an authority on NATO political af-
fairs and the allied relationship. He produced 
numerous timely reports on NATO’s missions 
and institutional processes, including alliance 
partnership programs and enlargement. He led 
or coordinated important studies on NATO’s 
emerging operational challenges in the Bal-
kans and in Afghanistan. Over the telephone 
and in person, Dr. Gallis frequently shared his 
expertise on these difficult issues with tact and 
judgment. His work informed thousands of 
Members and staff in congressional offices 
over the years as they grappled with the com-
plex foreign policy and security issues of the 
day in hearings, legislative initiatives, and on-
going consultations with U.S. and foreign offi-
cials. In all of his work, Dr. Gallis upheld an 
unswerving commitment to the core CRS mis-
sion of supporting an informed national legisla-
ture with nonpartisan research and analysis. 

In addition to the above, Dr. Gallis spent 
several years at CRS handling managerial du-
ties as head of the Europe, Middle East, and 
Africa section of the Foreign Affairs Division. 
In this capacity he supervised the work of 
many CRS analysts and instilled in them his 
high standard of work and professionalism. He 
represented the Library of Congress at the 
National War College in 1991–1992. 

I got to know Dr. Gallis personally in the 
context of his many years of intensive work 
with Congressional delegations to the NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly. For the past several 
years, Dr. Gallis has been asked to serve as 
lead policy staff for delegations to the regular 
meetings of the NPA. In this capacity he has 
taken on yeoman’s work in coordinating pre-
paratory research analysis for delegation 
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members, directing staff support for the NPA 
working sessions, and providing essential on- 
site expertise to Members. Paul has been an 
invaluable resource to me and the other Mem-
bers of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly. 
His knowledge of the issues facing the United 
States in regards to our relationship with our 
European allies is immeasurable and he is a 
truly valued resource to us in our discussions 
at these meetings. It goes without saying that 
he will be sorely missed by all the participants 
in the NATO Parliamentary Assembly meet-
ings both here and abroad. 

On behalf of my colleagues in Congress, I 
want to express my deep appreciation to Paul 
Gallis for his long service to the Congress and 
especially for his direct assistance to the 
United States Group of the NATO Parliamen-
tary Assembly. I will regret his absence in fu-
ture NPA meetings but wish him well in his re-
tirement. 

f 

HONORING THE SACRIFICES AND 
CONTRIBUTIONS MADE BY DIS-
ABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 

SPEECH OF 

HON. BILL FOSTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 10, 2008 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am submitting 
this statement to record my strong and enthu-
siastic support of the House Resolution hon-
oring the sacrifices and contributions made by 
disabled American veterans. 

Today I wish to recognize these men and 
women for their patriotic contribution in our 
armed services; who have given so much to 
defend our Nation. 

The brave men and women who defend this 
country under threat of that ultimate sacrifice 
truly are our guardian angels. They fight with 
passion and dedication for an ideal that we all 
cherish, the notion that this is the land of op-
portunity, the land of the free. Unfortunately, 
that freedom comes at a price and too often 
our guardian angels come home wounded and 
disabled. They defend us and are willing to 
throw themselves in harms way before us, and 
we must not forget that. 

These wounded warriors are an inspiration 
to all of us, and we owe them so very much. 
It is our duty to them that we always remem-
ber what they have fought and sacrificed for. 
We must always remember the sacred agree-
ment we made with these servicemen, if they 
go off and fight for us we will forever be in 
their debt and we must provide for them and 
their loved ones. 

My praise and thanks fall well short of 
equaling the gift of freedom our veterans be-
stowed on all of us. They bare the scars that 
remind us all how costly freedom can be, and 
all I have to offer in return is my eternal grati-
tude. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES CLAYTON 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize and congratulate Charles Clayton 

on earning the Community Hero Award, given 
by Safeco Insurance, for his longtime dedica-
tion to helping others and inspiring positive 
change in his community of Fort Dodge, Iowa. 

Charles is the founder of ‘‘Athletics for Edu-
cation and Success.’’ By receiving a second 
chance as a youth, he felt the calling to edu-
cate and empower underprivileged youth. Ath-
letics for Education and Success gives se-
lected youth the opportunity to participate in 
athletic programs they are likely unable to af-
ford. Charles incorporates education with ath-
letics by focusing on tough issues that kids 
face today including drugs, teen pregnancy, 
and gangs. 

In addition, Charles has also organized a 
Disproportionate Minority Representation 
Council in Fort Dodge to create partnerships 
between citizens, law enforcement authorities, 
and schools in order to reduce the dispropor-
tionate amount of minority youth arrests in the 
area. 

Charles’s dedication to his community and 
his commitment to improving the life of others 
should be commended. I consider it an honor 
to represent Charles Clayton in the United 
States Congress and I know my colleagues 
join me in wishing him the best in his contin-
ued work serving others. 

f 

IN HONOR OF THE 233RD ANNIVER-
SARY OF UNITED STATES ARMY 

HON. NANCY E. BOYDA 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in recognition of an important anniver-
sary—the birthday of the United States Army. 

Just shy of 233 years, maybe on a day like 
today, the people of our Nation came together 
as volunteers to meet the demands of the 
American Revolutionary War. It was on that 
day, June 14th, 1775 that the United States 
Army was born. I believe that on that same 
day the spirit of democracy was defended and 
the birth of our freedom was realized. 

Since the birth of our Army, we’ve waged 
through 24 major engagements including the 
War of 1812, the Mexican-American War, the 
American Civil War, the Korean War, the Viet-
nam War, the Kosovo War and more recently 
Operations Enduring and Iraqi Freedom. 

Army’s Senior Leadership said it best in 
their birthday message to the force at large. 
They stated, ‘‘Our sacrifices have preserved 
our way of life, built a better future for others, 
and led our Nation to victory over our en-
emies. We are the best in the world at what 
we do, and because of our values, our ethos, 
and our people—especially our people. Our 
Army is hugely resilient, professional, and bat-
tle-hardened.’’ I am reassured through the 
training that I’ve personally watched in my 
travels to Iraq and at home that the U.S. Army 
is without doubt prepared. 

I think about the bravery of our men and 
women that serve. Not a day goes by when I 
haven’t thought about the priceless human in-
vestment our Nation bears through America’s 
Sons and Daughters. Though I continually 
pray for everyone’s safe return, I know that 
each citizen takes an oath that could mean 
giving the ultimate sacrifice. I am consistently 
reminded from faces I see almost daily of the 

special qualities of spirit, patriotism and cour-
age that exude from the men and women in 
uniform today, just as they did in 1775. 

Happy Birthday—U.S. Army! 
f 

IN HONOR OF STEPHEN G. 
SCHUELER 

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor a dear friend and someone who has 
served the people of Bradley Beach and my 
State of New Jersey with distinction—Mayor 
Stephen G. Schueler. 

Steve has served as Mayor of the Borough 
of Bradley Beach since 1992. Located on the 
Jersey Shore, Bradley Beach is ‘‘New Jersey’s 
Family Resort’’ with a year round population of 
5,000 that swells to 30,000 in the summer 
months as families come to enjoy the sand, 
surf, and bustling downtown. Since becoming 
Mayor, Steve has helped Bradley Beach con-
tinue to thrive as a vibrant town with ac-
claimed restaurants, quaint coffee shops, and 
a historic movie theater, in addition to its ex-
cellent beaches and beautiful boardwalk. 

Under Steve’s leadership, the many commu-
nity events that Bradley Beach hosts have 
continued to provide countless hours of enjoy-
ment for families from all over New Jersey. 
The Summer Gazebo Concert series on the 
boardwalk, the annual fireworks display, the 
Italian-American festival, and the annual Brad-
ley Beach Invitation Lifeguard tournament all 
provide excellent recreational opportunities for 
residents and visitors alike. Also, the end-of- 
summer Mayor’s Clambake, which raises 
funds for local organizations, is one of the 
nicest events on the Jersey Shore each year. 

Madam Speaker, I am proud to call Steve 
my friend, and I wish him the best as he ends 
his time as Mayor of Bradley Beach. While he 
may no longer be mayor, his example will con-
tinue to inspire us all and families will continue 
to enjoy their visits to Bradley Beach because 
of the path he has set us on. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. ANDREWS. Madam Speaker, I was not 
present on June 3, 2008. Had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on the following roll-
call votes: rollcall No. 367, rollcall No. 368, 
and rollcall No. 369. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF 4 BILLS 

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Madam 
Speaker, I am introducing these four bills, 
which were part of the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act of 2008 and became law as part 
of Public Law No: 110–161. 
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The bills address programs focusing on: (1) 

air cargo screening in passenger airplanes, (2) 
international registered traveler and border se-
curity, (3) accountability in Department of 
Homeland Security contracts, and (4) in-
creased access to the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral at the Department of Homeland Security 
to report waste, fraud, and abuse. 

These programs were initially funded in the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008 and 
ongoing oversight and review of these pro-
grams must continue. 

As the Chairman of the Committee of juris-
diction over these programs, it is my intention 
to work with the Appropriations Committee 
and other Members of Congress to provide 
adequate oversight and vigilance over these 
programs to ensure our Nation is as secure as 
possible. 

f 

HONORING CONNER HALL, 
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 

HON. JACK KINGSTON 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to commemorate Conner Hall, The Uni-
versity of Georgia’s College of Agricultural and 
Environmental Sciences administrative build-
ing, on its 100th anniversary. Initially com-
prised of a single professor and only a few 
students, the college was a joint venture, cul-
tivated by the University of Georgia and the 
Georgia legislature. Recognizing the need for 
agricultural education, the college became re-
ality under UGA Chancellor Walter B. Hill and 
Legislator James J. Conner. Today the college 
has over 1,800 students enrolled in 10 depart-
ments with campuses located in Athens, Grif-
fin, and Tifton. 

This 100tth Anniversary was marked by a 
Centennial Celebration on April 11, 2008, on 
the front lawn of Conner Hall in Athens, Geor-
gia. Alumni, friends, and special guests of the 
University of Georgia’s College of Agricultural 
and Environmental Sciences gathered to re-
dedicate the building which was erected in 
1908. 

Construction on Conner Hall broke ground 
in the same year that Henry Ford introduced 
the Model-T. Soon afterwards, the College of 
Agricultural and Environmental Sciences re-
leased several of its own innovations. Sci-
entists developed new equipment, including 
the peanut combine and the onion harvester 
as well as created new crop varieties, many of 
which have become synonymous with the 
State of Georgia. The college developed 
Georgia’s green peanuts and new varieties of 
cotton and Bermuda grass. Indeed, one could 
hardly pass through the State without seeing 
the boiled peanut stands that line many of 
Georgia’s two lane roads. However, the col-
lege has yielded more than just agricultural in-
novations. In 1918, the college was the first at 
the University of Georgia to accept women. 

In 1941, World War II called Conner Hall, 
along with one-half of the college’s faculty and 
staff into service. When the men and women 
of the college were serving their country, 
Conner Hall was home to the Navy Pre-Flight 
School. The building has also served as a 
creamery, cafeteria, a library, and radio sta-
tion. 

In 2003, the college accomplished a supe-
rior achievement, successfully cloning its first 
calf, named KC. In early 2005, KC gave birth 
to her second calf, named Moonshine, and the 
college continues to serve the State in the 
area of biotechnology innovation as well as 
food safety. I look forward to the next genera-
tion of accomplishments as I continue working 
with the school as it continues down its inno-
vative path. 

Advances in agricultural science have over-
come the changing demographics since the 
early 19th century. Consider that in 1935, 6.8 
million farms provided sustenance for Amer-
ica’s 127 million citizens. Today, less than 1 
million farms produce food for more than 303 
million Americans. In other words, 15 percent 
of farms that existed in 1935 provide food for 
238 percent more Americans. Such a feat 
could only be possible through advances in 
agricultural science and the many lessons 
studied at the University of Georgia’s College 
of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences. 

f 

HONORING THE SACRIFICES AND 
CONTRIBUTIONS MADE BY DIS-
ABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 

SPEECH OF 

HON. MICHELE BACHMANN 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 10, 2008 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of H. Con. Res. 336. There is no 
greater American hero than the military vet-
eran, and I am proud to join my fellow col-
leagues today in honoring the sacrifices and 
contributions of our disabled American vet-
erans. 

The American soldier is the embodiment of 
hard work, patriotism, and service, and the 
soldier who has sacrificed his body for the 
freedom and liberty of others around the world 
deserves our utmost respect. The blood 
spilled on our own soil and abroad is a lasting 
reminder of the commitment that our soldiers 
have sacrificed for us all, and every citizen 
owes a deep and lasting gratitude to these 
brave warriors. 

Madam Speaker, our departed soldiers must 
never be forgotten, and those injured veterans 
from wars past and those just returning from 
the battlefields of Iraq and Afghanistan should 
receive our Nation’s and this Congress’s un-
wavering support and reverence. It is an honor 
to rise today and praise the bravest of all 
Americans—the disabled military veteran. 
America will never forget your valor during our 
most trying times, and we are forever grateful 
for your dedicated service and selfless sac-
rifice to our Nation. 

f 

HONORING THE PASCO COUNTY 
LIBRARY SYSTEM 

HON. GUS M. BILIRAKIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the Pasco County Li-
brary system for receiving the Florida Library 
Association’s 2008 Library of the Year Award. 

Each year, an awards committee, composed 
of members from libraries across the State, re-
views nominations for this prestigious award. 
Although all libraries are eligible, if no library 
meets the outstanding circumstances, the 
board can deem it appropriate to withhold the 
award. However, the Pasco County Library 
System was selected because of its creative 
and innovative programming, exemplary serv-
ice to county residents, and leadership in the 
community. 

Madam Speaker, the Pasco County Library 
system serves as a model for libraries across 
my home State of Florida as well as across 
the Nation. It is with great pleasure that I con-
gratulate the Pasco County Library System for 
its receipt of the Florida Library Association’s 
2008 Library of the Year Award. 

f 

SALUTING MARTHA AND JOSH 
MORRISS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
ON COMPLETION OF FIRST YEAR 
OF OUTSTANDING STEM EDU-
CATION 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to recognize the Martha and Josh 
Morriss Mathematics and Engineering Elemen-
tary School in Texarkana, Texas, upon com-
pletion of its first year of science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics (STEM) fo-
cused curriculum. On June 6 classes con-
cluded for the summer, marking the comple-
tion of the first year of this innovative, 
groundbreaking school in the Fourth Congres-
sional District of Texas. 

Morriss Elementary, serving children in 
grades K–5, is part of a vertically aligned K– 
16 engineering education collaboration be-
tween Texas A&M University—Texarkana and 
the Texarkana Independent School District 
(TISD). This collaborative effort provides math-
ematics and pre-engineering integrated cur-
riculum and pre-engineering electives for stu-
dents, who are admitted on a competitive 
basis. Students graduating from the elemen-
tary school will be able to continue an ad-
vanced math and science program through 
middle school and high school as they follow 
a path to a college degree in one of the STEM 
fields. 

On May 12, 2008, the House Science and 
Technology Committee held a field hearing at 
Morriss Elementary School to receive testi-
mony on efforts to engage students in math 
and science at an early age, to keep them in-
terested throughout middle school and high 
school, and to translate that interest into re-
warding careers that will be of benefit to the 
entire Nation from a federal, school district, 
university, industry and teacher perspective. At 
the hearing, witnesses praised the efforts 
being made at Morriss Elementary. We saw 
first-hand how a community came together 
and created, with entirely local funding, what 
could be a national model for K–16 collabora-
tion in mathematics and engineering. The vi-
sion for this school began with Dr. James Sul-
livan, former TISD Superintendent and current 
Texarkana City Manager, and his wife, Dr. 
Rosanne Stripling, Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs at Texas A&M Univer-
sity—Texarkana. The plan received the sup-
port of the Board of TISD and, coupled with 
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the generous land donation from Martha and 
Josh Morriss, became a reality last year. 

The school does not have an attendance 
zone, and any elementary-age student living in 
the vicinity is eligible to apply for enrollment 
on a first-come basis without charge. The 
school is designed for approximately 400 stu-
dents, with three sections each in grades K– 
1, 2–3, and 4–5. Due to a very high demand, 
a waiting list has been established for most of 
the primary grades. 

Texas A&M University—Texarkana Arts and 
Sciences and Education faculty assist the 
TISD curriculum personnel and teachers to 
design the mathematics and engineering inte-
grated curriculum and electives. University fac-
ulty develop content and pedagogy courses to 
train the elementary teachers to deliver the 
curriculum using effective teaching strategies 
that promote mastery of the curriculum by all 
students. All of the Morriss Elementary teach-
ers are required to obtain a Masters Degree 
and either the Texas Master Mathematics 
Teacher Certification or Texas Master Tech-
nology Teacher Certification through prepara-
tion programs offered at A&M—Texarkana. 

I am proud of the success of Morriss Ele-
mentary and wish to commend TISD Super-
intendent James Henry Russell and school 
Principal Rick Sandlin for the wonderful job 
they are doing. I also wish to congratulate the 
students and the teachers on the completion 
of their first year and look forward to moni-
toring the progress of these students as well 
as the continued success of Morriss Elemen-
tary. Our Nation’s ability to continue to lead 
the world in innovation and competitiveness 
will depend in large part on our ability to moti-
vate students to succeed and pursue careers 
in STEM fields. Morriss Elementary is an ex-
ample of how that thrust can succeed at the 
local level with the vision and support of edu-
cators, parents, community leaders and stu-
dents. 

f 

RACHEL MEIS OF RENTON, 
WASHINGTON 

HON. DAVID G. REICHERT 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. REICHERT. Madam speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of Rachel Meis, a young 
woman from my home district, the Eighth Dis-
trict of Washington, who earned the Congres-
sional Medal. I honored her achievements at 
my district office during the Memorial Day re-
cess and I do so again today. 

Rachel didn’t just showcase her selfless and 
wonderful spirit to earn congressional recogni-
tion. She has consistently lived her life in a 
way that is inspiring and a wonderful example 
for young people everywhere. Aside from her 
Congressional Medal, Rachel is a National 
Merit Finalist, a member of the National Honor 
Society at Tahoma High School and a mem-
ber of Phi Theta Kappa, the National Honor 
Society of Green River Community College— 
where she participated in Running Start Pro-
gram courses to supplement her education. 

Rachel is also a star on the track. She is a 
sprinter and qualified for the Washington State 
championships in four separate events. She 
finished 11th in the 100 meter, 13th in the 200 
meter, 11th in the 4 x 100 meter relay and 
medaled in the 4 x 200 meter relay. 

Most recently, Rachel scored in the top 1 
percent of more than 46,000 students in the 
Department of the Treasury’s newly minted 
National Financial Literacy Challenge—an ini-
tiative recommended by the President’s Advi-
sory Council on Financial Literacy. 

Rachel will attend George Fox University in 
Oregon starting this fall and plans to major in 
mechanical engineering. So far in her young 
life, she has succeeded due to a wonderful at-
titude and a positive work ethic. I am excited 
to see what she will accomplish in her future. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JENNIFER 
JORGENSEN 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize Jennifer Jorgensen on her exem-
plary basketball career and congratulate her 
on receiving the honor of being named Iowa’s 
2008 Miss Basketball. 

Jennifer recently graduated from Southeast 
Webster-Grand High School and will be at-
tending Pacific University to continue her illus-
trious basketball career. Jennifer has been 
recognized with a variety of accomplishments 
including a three-time first team all-state bas-
ketball choice as well as the IBCA all-region 
team. 

Jennifer leaves behind a stellar basketball 
career, finishing as Iowa women’s second all- 
time leading scorer, fourth in rebounds, and 
fifth in assists. 

Jennifer is a shining example of the dedica-
tion and determination present in today’s 
youth and their promise as tomorrow’s lead-
ers. It is an honor to represent Jennifer and 
her family in the United States Congress and 
I know my colleagues join me in wishing her 
the best of luck in her upcoming journey into 
higher education and collegiate athletics. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO SCOTT HENDERSON 

HON. CONNIE MACK 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. MACK. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Scott Henderson for years of tireless 
service in my office and to the people of the 
Fourteenth Congressional District of Florida. 

I’ve had the pleasure of knowing Scott for 
over 8 years. Throughout that entire time he 
has been a dedicated public servant, a strong 
advocate for the principles we share and cher-
ish, and most importantly, a true friend. 

I first met Scott when I was running for the 
Florida Legislature and Scott was working for 
the Republican Party of Florida. I soon hired 
him and he helped me win my first race for 
State Representative in 2000. After taking of-
fice, I hired him to be my assistant, and he 
quickly proved to be an invaluable friend and 
colleague as we navigated the challenges and 
opportunities of serving in Tallahassee. 

When I decided to run for Congress in 2003 
Scott stayed by my side and helped imple-
ment a winning campaign. After I was elected 
to the House, Scott became my Deputy Chief 

of Staff. His has been a diverse role—man-
aging special projects, meeting with constitu-
ents, and providing critical support for a num-
ber of important initiatives. 

Among Scott’s many accomplishments—and 
the one I am most proud of—was his critical 
work to secure the release of two Cuban den-
tists from Bahamian custody who fled Cuba 
seeking freedom. Because of Scott’s efforts, 
these dentists were reunited with their loved 
ones in Florida and today live in freedom. 

But after 8 years of working by my side, 
Scott has been afforded a wonderful profes-
sional opportunity that will allow him to con-
tinue to grow and flourish in his career. 

Scott is moving to New Jersey to become a 
Manager of State Government Affairs for 
Covanta Energy, a waste-to-energy company. 
While we will all miss Scott’s presence and 
good nature in the office, we are excited for 
him as he begins the next phase of his life 
and career. I’m certain that he will make sig-
nificant contributions to his new company and 
his new community, and know that he will al-
ways have a special place in his heart for the 
State he loves so much. 

Madam Speaker, the State of Florida and 
the people of southwest Florida are better off 
today because of Scott Henderson’s diligent 
efforts to ensure it remains a great place to 
live, work and visit. 

On behalf of the people of Florida’s Four-
teenth Congressional District, I want to thank 
Scott for his years of service to the people of 
Florida and the Nation. He is my friend, he is 
a true public servant in every sense of the 
word, and I wish him all the best as he and 
his wife Betsy begin this new and exciting 
chapter of their lives. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. FREDERICK 
GRASSLE 

HON. JIM SAXTON 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. SAXTON. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in recognition of Dr. Frederick Grassle. On 
June 16, 2008 Dr. Grassle will be celebrated 
for his years of service as he steps down from 
his role as the Director of the Rutgers Univer-
sity Institute for Marine and Coastal Sciences 
after nineteen years. 

Dr. Grassle has been instrumental in the 
tremendous success of the Institute for Marine 
and Coastal Sciences (IMCS). A well-pub-
lished and involved member of the science 
community, Dr. Grassle has worked tirelessly 
to establish Rutgers University and the IMCS 
as a premier institution for the study of oce-
anic and aquatic sciences. He has fought for 
various causes, including the elimination of 
deep sea dumping, watershed-scale ap-
proaches to coastal management, and ensur-
ing we safeguard of our coastal habitats. 

In the past two decades, I have been fortu-
nate enough to work with Dr. Grassle to bring 
about positive change to our precious coastal 
habitats. Through our collaboration, the 
Jacques Cousteau National Estuarine Re-
search Reserve was designated and the Bar-
negat Bay Estuary began receiving much- 
needed assistance by developing and imple-
menting various programs designed to restore 
its ecological integrity. In addition, we worked 
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to bring about funding for the National Under-
sea Research Program, the Integrated Ocean 
Observing Program, and a range of fisheries 
research programs. 

No stranger to the community, Dr. Grassle 
is a member of numerous professional organi-
zations, including the New Jersey Academy of 
Sciences, the American Society of Naturalists, 
the Estuarine Research Federation, the Na-
tional Association of Marine Laboratories and 
the Oceanography Society, to name a few. He 
also served as Past President of the Inter-
national Association of Biological Oceanog-
raphers. 

Madam Speaker, Dr. Grassle’s infectious 
enthusiasm and abiding loyalty to our coastal 
regions are only surpassed by his genuine de-
sire to embrace and enhance the community 
around him. As he celebrates his time with 
Rutgers University, I would like to extend my 
sincere gratitude for Dr. Grassle’s leadership, 
commitment, and service. 

f 

ON RESOLUTION REGARDING IM-
PEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT 
BUSH 

HON. MARK UDALL 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam Speaker, I 
do not think the House should today take up 
the question of exercising our Constitutional 
authority to impeach the President and asking 
the Senate to try him on charges that, if 
proved, would result in his removal from office. 

That does not mean I have turned or will 
turn a blind eye to the numerous misjudg-
ments of President Bush or that I think his ad-
ministration has been above reproach. On the 
contrary, I think that the Bush Administration 
has been a distinct failure. I am convinced that 
this President will not be treated well by histo-
rians. His failures of judgment and leadership 
span domestic and foreign affairs in a way 
that will likely haunt future generations for 
years to come—failures which are cited in the 
resolution proposed by the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

But the question now before the House is 
not what we think of President Bush’s actions 
and those of his Administration. Instead, we 
are being asked whether we should now, 
today, proceed to charge that he has violated 
his constitutional oath to faithfully execute the 
duties of his office and to defend the Constitu-
tion and thus should be impeached and 
brought to trial in the Senate. 

The resolution sets forth what its author 
says are the specific statements and actions 
of the president that constitute violations of his 
oath. I also find those statements and actions 
deeply troubling and agree that they draw a 
picture of an Administration that has been 
characterized by hubris, bad judgment and ar-
rogance. The picture is an unattractive one; 
but bad judgment, hubris and arrogance are 
not the constitutional grounds for impeach-
ment. 

The resolution raises serious questions 
about the way this president has used his po-
sition, both in communicating with the Amer-
ican people and in shaping policy. But as of 
today I am not prepared to say that there are 
adequate grounds to conclude that the failures 

of this Administration in fact constitute grounds 
for impeachment—and I do not think that 
Members of the House should be called upon 
to reach that conclusion today. 

Before the House is asked to reach such a 
draconian conclusion, the president should 
have an opportunity to respond to the resolu-
tion’s charges and the statements and actions 
it cites in support of those charges. Before we 
are asked to vote on the resolution, we should 
have the benefit of hearing from appropriate 
legal experts and other qualified witness and 
the Judiciary Committee should prepare a re-
port that will provide the basis for any debate 
here on the floor of the House. 

Impeachment is not entirely a legal ques-
tion. It is partly political, which is why the Con-
stitution entrusts it to Congress and not the 
courts. But I think it is essential that any deci-
sion to impeach any federal official should 
come only through a careful, thorough process 
that provides adequate due process for the 
accused and lays the proper foundation for a 
sound decision. 

That was the process followed by the Judici-
ary Committee, under the able leadership of 
Chairman Peter Rodino, when it considered 
and ultimately approved articles of impeach-
ment against President Richard Nixon in July 
of 1974. In my opinion, that set the example 
of how the process should work. I think to do 
otherwise, as the author of this resolution 
seeks to do, would further weaken the civility 
toward our colleagues and respect for those 
with whom we disagree that should be the 
basis for our service in Congress and would 
only add to the polarization and rancor that 
are all too prevalent in the nation’s political de-
bates. Therefore, Madam Speaker, I must op-
pose consideration of this resolution at this 
time. 

f 

SALUTING THE LIFE AND MUSIC 
OF THE LATE BO DIDDLEY 

SPEECH OF 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, June 9, 2008 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
draw attention to the life and legacy of a man 
whose work in Rock ’n’ Roll has been called 
‘‘ground breaking.’’ Bo Diddley was born Ellas 
Otha Bates in McComb, Mississippi, on De-
cember 30, 1928 and passed away on June 2, 
2008 at the age of 79. 

Diddley was raised by his mother’s cousin, 
Gussie McDaniel, whose surname he legally 
adopted. The family moved to Chicago when 
Diddley was seven. Bo broke new ground in 
rock and roll’s formative years with his unique 
guitar work, indelible African rhythms, inven-
tive songwriting, and larger-than-life persona. 
He will forever be known for popularizing one 
of the foundational rhythms of rock and roll: 
the Bo Diddley beat. He employed it in his 
namesake song, ‘‘Bo Diddley’’ (which earned 
him a rightful place in the Grammy Hall Of 
Fame). This African-based rhythm pattern was 
picked up from Diddley by other artists and 
has been a distinctive and recurring element 
in rock and roll through the decades. His 
beats have influenced the music of artists 
such as Buddy Holly, the Rolling Stones, 
Johnny Otis, the Strangeloves, the Who, and 
Bruce Springsteen. 

Diddley is the author of a body of songs— 
including ‘‘Who Do You Love?’’ ‘‘Road Run-
ner,’’ ‘‘Mona,’’ ‘‘Before You Accuse Me’’ and 
‘‘I’m a Man’’—that are among the earliest ex-
amples of rock and roll rising out of rhythm 
and blues. Diddley married into his music two 
worlds he knew well—the Deep South and the 
streets of Chicago. He formed a band called 
the Hipsters while in high school and landed 
a regular spot at the 708 Club on Chicago’s 
South Side in 1951. 

Diddley’s earliest records were contempora-
neous with those of label mate Chuck Berry. 
He signed with the Checkers label in 1955 
and his debut single was a two-sided classic 
that paired ‘‘Bo Diddley’’ with ‘‘I’m a Man.’’ It 
was the first in a string of groundbreaking 
songs that walked the fine line between 
rhythm & blues and rock & roll. Others in-
cluded ‘‘Diddley Daddy,’’ ‘‘Pretty Thing’’ and 
‘‘Road Runner,’’ which were all Top Twenty 
R&B hits. Oddly, Diddley’s only crossover suc-
cess came with ‘‘Say Man,’’ a laugh-filled ex-
change of jive talk between Diddley and his 
maraca player, Jerome Green. Their verbal 
sparring derived from the African-American 
pastime of ‘‘signifying’ or ‘‘doing the dozens’’ 
and foreshadowed the battle rapping of the 
present day. 

Diddley was also an inventor, devising his 
own tremolo effect and playing a unique, rec-
tangular ‘‘cigar box’’ guitar that he designed in 
1958. His ever-fertile mind also inspired him to 
set up one of the first home studios. The pro-
lific singer/guitarist released a string of albums 
whose titles—including Bo Diddley Is a 
Gunslinger and Have Guitar, Will Travel—bol-
stered his self-invented legend. 

Diddley also traveled with the rock and roll 
revues of the day. He retained his iconic sta-
tus as a rock and roll pioneer, steadily releas-
ing albums on Checkers through the mid-Sev-
enties. Meanwhile, Diddley continued to work 
the live circuit in tireless fashion. 

Bo Diddley was one of rock ’n’ roll’s true 
pioneers. He has been righteously outspoken 
on the subject of underpayment, bad contracts 
and other rip-offs that denied many early rock 
and rollers (he among them) what was due 
them and in 1987 he was inducted into the 
Rock ’n’ Roll Hall of Fame. 

A regular at Harlem’s Apollo Theatre, Bo 
Diddley has indelibly stamped his mark on 
rhythm and blues, rock ’n’ roll and popular 
music. His innovative trademark rhythm, his 
electric custom built cigar box guitar, and his 
wild stage shows predate all others. Diddley 
leaves a permanent mark on American music 
and culture, and our deepest sympathies go 
out to his family, friends and fans. The ’Bo 
Diddley beat’ surely will continue on. 

f 

HONORING THE AIR FORCE ESSAY 
CONTEST WINNER—ASHITA 
GANGULY 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased today to place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the following winning essay, which 
Ashita Ganguly, a Senior at Paris High School 
in Paris, Texas, submitted to the Air Force 
Essay Contest. 
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PART OF THE AIR FORCE MISSION STATEMENT 

IS ‘‘EXCELLENCE IN ALL WE DO’’; WHAT 
DOES THIS MEAN TO YOU? 

Excellence is a tradition that beats proud-
ly in the hearts of all Americans. The United 
States Air Force is a specific example of the 
furtherance of such a tradition. Since its for-
mation in 1947, the Air Force has relentlessly 
strived to serve and protect America and her 
people with unyielding strength, valor, and 
conviction. Although it has established itself 
as the largest and most technologically ad-
vanced air force in the world, it is the spir-
ited and courageous men and women, self-
lessly serving their country and fellow citi-
zens, who truly distinguish the United States 
Air Force from all others. 

Webster defines excellence as unusual 
goodness or worth. Throughout its existence, 
the Air Force has showcased this unique gen-
erosity not only in regards to national af-
fairs, but also in world affairs. During the 
Cold War, when Soviet leader Joseph Stalin 
disrupted the supply traffic to Berlin, the 
United States Air Force undertook Oper-
ation Vittles, also known as the Berlin Air-
lifts. From June of 1948 to May of 1949, the 
Air Force was able to deliver an astounding 
2.3 million tons of cargo on the 277,685 
flights, providing vital necessities to all of 
Berlin’s citizens. The excellence in efficiency 
proved by the Air Force in these missions 
continues to remain un-matched. In the 
years following, the Air Force continued to 
lead in many other humanitarian efforts in-
cluding Operation Safe Haven, which relo-
cated 20,000 Hungarian refugees following the 
Hungarian Revolution of 1956, and Operation 
Provide Hope, which provided medical equip-
ment to former Soviet republics during their 
transition to democratic and free-market 
states. 

Since its conception, the Air Force has 
been involved in a number of wars and con-
flicts including World War I, World War II, 
the Cold War, the Korean War, the Vietnam 
War, the Gulf War, the Kosovo War, and, of 
course, the Iraq War. Its members have val-
iantly served to preserve democratic values 
in all parts of the world with great regard to 
‘‘a proud heritage, a tradition of honor, and 
a legacy of valor,’’ as stated in The Airman’s 
Creed. 

A few years ago, I witnessed this tradition 
first hand when visiting Andrews Air Force 
base in Maryland. Watching the air show, I 
was astonished to see the meticulous craft 
and precision displayed by the pilots. The in-
tricate and complex formations of the planes 
in flight still lives in my memory. However, 
despite being surrounded by the most sophis-
ticated and advanced technology comprehen-
sible to man, it was the infectious spirit of 
enthusiasm for duty that captivated me. 
Watching the pilots animatedly discuss their 
air crafts and missions spurred my interest. 

The 351,800 members of the United States 
Air Force, groomed by tradition, guided by 
values, and driven by strife towards excel-
lence represent the heart and soul of Amer-
ican culture. Exhibiting superiority of char-
acter and performance, both on and off duty, 
they are the role models in an often mis-
guided period in society. As the United 
States Air Force continues ‘‘To fly and fight 
in Air, Space, and Cyberspace,’’ ordinary 
citizens, like me, can only expect excellence 
in all of their endeavors. Their example in-
spires us all. 

IN HONOR OF MARY LOU NIXON 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of Mary Lou Nixon, a pro-
foundly respected and familiar figure to many 
in Cleveland, as she retires following a thirty- 
two year career dedicated to guiding students 
across the Greater Cleveland Area to college. 

For over thirty years, Mary Lou Nixon has 
served as the Cleveland Scholarship Pro-
grams Advisor, where she worked with many 
low income families and other struggling stu-
dents with securing financial aid for a college 
education. With her guidance and outstanding 
specialized service, she has helped an innu-
merous amount of students in the Greater 
Cleveland Area attend college. Her ‘‘fact 
sheets’’ and inspiring attitude gave students 
and families the tools and confidence to send 
themselves or their children to college, despite 
the many challenges that many face. If a fam-
ily was unable to fill out student-aid application 
forms on line, she walked them through it. If 
a student was unable to come up with the fi-
nances to attend college, she helped them se-
cure the resources they needed. 

Mrs. Nixon is the local expert and has un-
locked countless college opportunities for stu-
dents in the Greater Cleveland Area. She 
made attending college accessible to every-
body and guided members of the community 
who would have otherwise been unable to at-
tend college realize their dream of earning a 
bachelors degree. Recognized for her pa-
tience and personal demeanor, Mrs. Nixon 
served as a mother figure to many in more 
ways than one; she and her husband opened 
their house numerous times to children in 
need of a place to stay. As an active member 
of the community, Mary Lou Nixon will dedi-
cate her post-retirement time working with the 
Lakewood Public Library, where she sits on 
the board of trustees. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in honor of Mary Lou Nixon, who dedi-
cated her life to helping students across the 
Greater Cleveland Area attend college and in 
recognition of the invaluable guidance she 
provided to so many. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO TALIA LEMAN 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor a great achievement by seventh- 
grade student Talia Leman of Waukee, Iowa. 
Talia was named one of America’s top ten 
youth volunteers for 2008 with the National 
Prudential Spirit of Community Award. 

Talia was selected from a field of nearly 
20,000 candidates for her outstanding volun-
teer community service. The Prudential Spirit 
of Community Awards were created 13 years 
ago to encourage youth volunteerism and to 
identify and reward young role models. Talia 
received a personal award of $5,000, an en-
graved gold medallion, a crystal trophy for her 
school, and a $5,000 grant from The Pruden-

tial Foundation for a nonprofit charitable orga-
nization of her choice. 

Talia created ‘‘RandomKid’’ an organization 
that seeks to educate, motivate and unify 
young people around the world to work on a 
broad spectrum of pressing needs. She began 
the organization 2 years ago by encouraging 
kids to collect coins instead of candy on Hal-
loween, and donate the money to Hurricane 
Katrina relief efforts. Her message was widely 
publicized to kids across the country and re-
portedly raised millions of dollars for Katrina 
victims. 

Talia established a nonprofit organization 
and created the website, www.randomkid.org 
which solicits young people for projects to help 
rebuild the Gulf Coast, raise money to build a 
school in Cambodia, find homes for stray pets, 
and collect DVDs for soldiers overseas. Talia 
is currently encouraging schools to make and 
sell their own private-labeled bottled-water 
products to help fund clean-water tech-
nologies. She’s also working on setting up a 
‘‘mini-United Nations’’ made up of young dele-
gates from around the world who work to-
gether to address global children’s issues. 

Talia is a shining example of the dedication, 
determination and faith present in today’s 
youth and their promise as tomorrow’s lead-
ers. I am proud to represent Talia Leman and 
her family in the United States Congress. I 
know that my colleagues join me in com-
mending Talia for her accomplishments and 
dedication to making a difference in the world. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE MOBILE DIVI-
SION OF THE FBI ON THE 100 
YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF THE FBI 

HON. JO BONNER 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BONNER. Madam Speaker, today I rise 
to pay tribute to the Mobile, Alabama, FBI 
Field Office on the 100 year anniversary of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). 

Organized in 1908, America’s best inves-
tigators were brought together and organized 
to form what is now the FBI. Over the past 
century, many of the world’s most dangerous 
criminals have been apprehended by the FBI. 

The FBI started as an agency covering 
interstate crimes such as robbery and embez-
zlement. In the mid 1920s, they were respon-
sible for capturing lawbreakers such as Al 
Capone, Bonnie and Clyde, and Baby Face 
Nelson. Countless serial killers, kidnappers, 
and other violent criminals have also been 
captured as a result of the hard work and dili-
gence of the FBI. 

Following the attacks of September 11, 
2001, the FBI began a long term trans-
formation from the world’s premier law en-
forcement agency to the world’s premier law 
enforcement, intelligence, and counter ter-
rorism agency. Today, there are over 30,000 
employees, including over 12,000 special 
agents. There are 56 field offices, more than 
400 smaller resident agencies in the United 
States, and 15 sub-offices in cities around the 
world. 

The Mobile FBI Field Office is an active 
member of the Mobile community, providing 
training to law enforcement personnel includ-
ing firearm instructor certification, crime scene 
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investigation, basic sniper training, basic 
SWAT training, civil rights training, instructor 
development certification, crimes against chil-
dren training, and terrorism training. The Field 
Office has also sponsored police officers and 
police executives for advanced training 
schools at the FBI laboratory, the FBI acad-
emy, and international locations. 

Special Agent in Charge (SAC) Debra K. 
Mack heads this office of more than 110 agent 
and professional support personnel. SAC 
Mack has oversight of all of the FBI’s oper-
ational, investigative, and administrative mat-
ters as well as the technical operations and fi-
nancial issues for the 36 counties comprising 
the southern half of the state of Alabama. In 
2007, SAC Mack was inducted into the Lou-
isiana Justice Hall of Fame, becoming the first 
ever FBI Special Agent to receive this honor. 

The Mobile FBI Field Office has worked 
hard to protect the people of southwest Ala-
bama. Its partnerships with municipal, county, 
and state law enforcement offices have re-
sulted in the apprehension of drug-dealers, 
online child predators, kidnappers, fraudsters, 
and the forfeiture of assets in the millions of 
dollars. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
with me in congratulating SAC Mack and all of 
those at the Mobile FBI Field Office on the 
FBI’s 100th anniversary. For all their accom-
plishments, I extend my heartfelt thanks for 
their continued service to the people of Ala-
bama and the First Congressional District. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 
CONTRIBUTIONS OF ED SNYDER 

HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of Denton City Attorney 
Ed Snyder and his years of dedication and 
service to Denton, Texas. Ed has been with 
the City of Denton for 8 1/2 years and will re-
tire June 30, 2008. 

After 31 years of practicing law, Ed has de-
cided to pursue his dream to be a coach and 
will begin a new career as a teacher and 
coach. Ed began his career in Denton in Octo-
ber 1999 as Deputy City Attorney. In 2005 the 
Denton City Council appointed him City Attor-
ney. Under his leadership, Denton was able to 
accomplish many goals, including the adoption 
and implementation of a new comprehensive 
plan and development code. 

Prior to working in Denton Ed was in private 
practice from 1977 to 1982, then Assistant 
City Attorney for Temple, Texas from 1982 to 
1983. From 1983 to 1997 Ed served as First 
Assistant City Attorney for Plano, and returned 
to private practice from 1997 to 1999 before 
joining the City of Denton. Ed holds a Bach-
elor of Science in Education degree from Cen-
tral Michigan University, and a Juris Doctor 
degree from the University of San Diego 
School of Law. 

Ed is a member of the State Bar of Texas 
and State Bar of Michigan. He has practiced 
before the United States District Court and is 
a member of the Denton County Bar Associa-
tion. In the summer of 1999 Ed was published 
in The Urban Lawyer for his article: A Con-
demnation Case from the Condemnor’s Per-

spective. In 2001 Ed was awarded the pres-
tigious Galen Sparks Texas Assistant City At-
torney of the Year Award, given by the Texas 
City Attorneys Association. 

Madam Speaker, it is with great honor that 
I rise today and recognize Ed Snyder for his 
years of hard work and dedication to the citi-
zens of Denton County and the state of 
Texas. I am proud to represent him in the 
United States Congress. His service has set a 
standard of devotion and true leadership—one 
that will never be forgotten. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE HUNTING HILLS 
SWIM CLUB 

HON. ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the Hunting Hills Swim 
Club as they mark their 50th anniversary on 
June 14, 2008. Thanks to the generous dona-
tion by the Amos and Gundry families a patch 
of land that once was the home to pig farming, 
is now a local institution and home of the 
Hunting Hills Hammerheads. 

In 1958, the pool opened for business as 
members agreed to foot the cost of the club 
by purchasing a bond that made them co-own-
ers of the pool. It was one of the first bond- 
financed pools in Maryland. Today, bond- 
membership pools are the norm. Hunting Hills 
Swim Club helped establish that trend. 

Recently the pool itself began showing its 
age. Undaunted by the time and cost needed 
to set things right, members agreed to take 
the plunge and rebuild the main pool and the 
baby pool. The perimeters of each were exca-
vated. New pipes, skimmers and pumps were 
installed. The interiors were resurfaced and a 
new diving board was erected. Today, the 
pool looks better than ever. 

More than 300 families are now members of 
the pool. They come from near and far—from 
Baltimore City, from Catonsville, from Ellicott 
City and elsewhere—to cool off and meet their 
summer- and year-long friends. Many of the 
current bondholders first arrived at the pool in 
strollers, learned to walk, learned to swim, 
went off to school and now bring their own 
children there. Today, nearly 100 children take 
swim lessons and compete in the Central 
Maryland Swim League Division V as mem-
bers of the Hunting Hills swim team. 

Madam Speaker, as the days get longer 
and warmer, it is nice to know that there are 
places where families and friends can gather 
to enjoy the summer as a community. I con-
gratulate the Hunting Hills Swim Club on its 
50th anniversary and wish all of its members 
the best in 2008. 

f 

CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL AND RE-
GIONAL MEDICAL CENTER—SE-
ATTLE, WA 

HON. DAVID G. REICHERT 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. REICHERT. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in recognition of the life-saving and 

ground-breaking medical care happening at 
the Seattle Children’s Hospital and Regional 
Medical Center every day. Continuing a tradi-
tion that has held for 16 years, Seattle Chil-
dren’s is once again ranked among the top 30 
children’s hospitals nationally in US. News & 
World Report’s annual rankings. 

Seattle Children’s ranked fifth-best in the 
Nation for pediatric cancer care, eighth-best 
for general pediatrics, neurolopy and neuro-
surgery, and ninth-best for respiratory dis-
orders. Children’s also ranked 23rd in neo-
natal care and 30th for heart care and heart 
surgery. 

Year in and year out, Seattle Children’s 
Hospital and Regional Medical Center pro-
vides life-saving care to the most vulnerable 
among us. The Pacific Northwest is fortunate 
to have such an exceptional institution in our 
region. I salute the medical professionals and 
support staffs who work tirelessly to give their 
extraordinary talents for the health and 
wellness of our children. Seattle Children’s is 
a deserving recipient of this national recogni-
tion. 

f 

HONORING RETIRING EDUCATOR 
LARRY MYHRA 

HON. RON KIND 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to an outstanding individual, and 
an excellent public servant: La Crosse educa-
tor, Larry Myhra. 

The end of every school year brings the re-
tirement of many terrific school leaders, teach-
ers and staff members who provide a quality 
education for our children and replacing their 
professionalism and dedication is an annual 
challenge. 

One such individual this year is Larry 
Myhra, who is retiring as principal of Lincoln 
Middle School after a distinguished 35-year 
career as principal, science teacher, and foot-
ball coach in the La Crosse School District. 

In 1973, Larry graduated from the University 
of Wisconsin-La Crosse and began his teach-
ing career in the science department at old 
Logan High School. Throughout his 31 years 
at Logan High School, Larry served as the 
head football and track coach, assistant bas-
ketball coach, athletic director, activities direc-
tor, dean of students, and associate principal. 
While serving as athletic director, Larry helped 
to broaden the program by adding various 
sports, including hockey and soccer, but later 
decided to become the activities director in 
order to better serve the entire student body. 
Larry was also an advocate for the creation of 
the La Crossroads charter school, which helps 
students that are in danger of dropping out of 
school stay in school and graduate. This pro-
gram has helped many students improve both 
their attendance and their grades. 

When I was in high school, I had the pleas-
ure of playing for Coach Myhra for 3 years at 
Logan. He instilled in his players and students 
a desire for dedication and determination both 
in and out of the classroom. I owe much of 
who I became in life to Coach Myhra and the 
educational system that was provided to me in 
La Crosse. 

In 2004 Larry took up the position of prin-
cipal at Lincoln Middle School, where he re-
mained until now. 
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It has been said that great teachers and 

coaches enjoy a special immortality because 
their influence never stops radiating. That is 
certainly true for Larry Myhra. I wish him and 
our retiring educators a well-deserved and 
happy retirement. 

f 

HONOR FLIGHTS 

HON. BILL FOSTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. FOSTER. Madam Speaker, I am sub-
mitting this statement to record my strong and 
enthusiastic support for veterans participating 
in the Honor Flight Chicago visit to the World 
War II memorial. 

Today I recognize these men for their incal-
culable contributions to our society through 
their military service to the United States dur-
ing World War II. 

As part of a group brought together by the 
organization Honor Flight Chicago, I met with 
these heroes at the World War II Memorial to 
welcome them on their visit to Washington. 
Honor Flight Chicago honors World War II vet-
erans by flying them to our Nation’s capital so 
they can visit the World War II memorial for 
free. 

The men who visited today are part of 
what’s been called the greatest generation. 
They were a group of men who answered the 
call of duty when summoned, making great 
sacrifices to preserve the freedoms we all 
enjoy today. Because of their service and sac-
rifice, they exemplify what it means to be a 
hero. 

I am proud to submit the names of these 
men for all to see, hear, and recognize. 

Harold Schirmer, Howard Schoen, Gordon 
Smith, Norman C. Ohlendorf, Sam Polletta, 
Robert D. Swanson, Bernard J. Kramer, Wil-
liam G. Berry, Frank Loutly, Kenneth D. 
Loudy. 

Michael J. Lasowski, Fernando Yori, Fred L. 
Alexander, Kenneth Ridgway, Myron Ridgwa, 
Leonard Tetrault, Wilbert Weigel, Raymond 
Vogen, Sylvester J. Beaupre, Leonard Feller. 

Charles Wagner, Arthur P. Grotto, Daniel 
Green, William Crosby, Paul Sellers, Willard 
Swords, Vernon K. Hardt, Joseph Lach, Ed-
ward Lancioni, George Dinsmore, John F. 
Berns. 

Theodore Tusinski, James W. Milligan, Rob-
ert W. Church, William R. Dreher, Steven A. 
Krempa, Walter J. Miller, Edward Sulma, Rob-
ert G. Terreberry, Lawrence E. Weaver, John 
P. Weinmeier. 

Edward Tanaka, Charlie F. May, Robert W. 
Anderson, Robert L. Christensen, Robert 
Persinger, George S. Cassara, Giulio Filippi, 
Manuel G. Vasquez, Earl Morin, Earl Thayer. 

William D. Coons, Robert Cave, William 
Mansfield, Anton Sikich, Maurice R. Koebele, 
Vernon H. Keller, Elmer Palmateer, James 
Sikich, Astor Carlson. 

It was my honor to greet these heroes in 
person, and I thank them for their service. 

SUPPORTING EXTENDING UNEM-
PLOYMENT BENEFITS TO JOB-
LESS WORKERS 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of assisting the millions of 
workers who have exhausted their Unemploy-
ment Insurance (UI) benefits and are still 
struggling to find work in the wreckage of the 
Bush recession. 

While cutting taxes for the very richest, the 
President has left workers to fend for them-
selves. Congress has a responsibility to mend 
our safety net and lessen the impact of unem-
ployment. In my home State of California, over 
180,000 workers have run out of UI benefits, 
with an additional 520,000 expected to join 
them over the next 10 months. Even our Re-
publican Governor, Arnold Schwarzenegger, 
has called on Congress to extend benefits. 

This legislation is simple. It will provide 13 
additional weeks of UI to workers who are still 
unable to find employment after exhausting 
benefits. In States with high unemployment, 
an additional 13 weeks would be made avail-
able. All benefits will be paid out of the UI 
Trust Fund, which has $35 billion in reserves. 
Extending UI benefits is also commonplace. 
During the last seven recessions—1958, 1961, 
1972, 1975, 1982, 1991, and 2002—Congress 
has passed similar legislation. The cir-
cumstances for unemployed workers are actu-
ally more dire today than they were during the 
past two downturns. Long-term unemployment 
is twice as high (18.5 percent of those without 
jobs have been unemployed for six months or 
more) as it was when Congress extended 
benefits in 2002 and 1991. 

The time to act is now. The economy has 
lost 324,000 jobs during the last 5 months. 
Gas and food prices are at or above record 
highs. Foreclosures continue to ravish commu-
nities across the country. Over 28 million 
Americans are receiving food stamps—an all- 
time high. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimates 
that this bill will provide benefits to 3.8 million 
unemployed workers. I urge all of my col-
leagues to exercise common sense and com-
passion and provide much needed support to 
working families by voting ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JIM McDERMOTT 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, on 
June 9, I was unable to vote on House Reso-
lutions 1225, 1243, and 127. Had I been able, 
I would have voted in support of these resolu-
tions. 

RECOGNIZING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE VILLAGE OF BEV-
ERLY HILLS, MICHIGAN 

HON. JOE KNOLLENBERG 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Speaker, I 
want to recognize the Village of Beverly Hills, 
in Oakland County, Michigan, which is cele-
brating its 50th Anniversary on June 14, 2008. 
The village’s tree-lined streets and well- 
planned community live up to its reputation as 
a lovely place to live. 

The Village of Beverly Hills can be traced 
back to 1830. A thirty-six square mile area 
from present day 8 Mile to 14 Mile Roads and 
from Greenfield to Inkster Roads was orga-
nized as Ossewa Township on July 12, 1830. 
Seventeen days later, Ossewa Township was 
renamed to Southfield Township. Throughout 
the 1800’s and the early 1900’s, the area was 
primarily farmland, with sawmills, gristmills, 
and cider mills dotting the landscape. 

In the 1920’s, a subdivision called Beverly 
Hills was developed on Birchwood and 
Kirkshire Streets, and was quickly populated 
through the 1950’s. Beginning in 1953, South-
field Township slowly broke apart with the in-
corporation of Lathrup Village, Franklin, and 
Bingham Farms. When the City of Southfield 
was incorporated in 1957, the residents of 
what is now Beverly Hills felt the need for 
more home rule and local control. On Sep-
tember 23, 1957, the Village of Westwood was 
incorporated, and in March 1958, the village 
adopted the more popular name Beverly Hills. 

Today Beverly Hills is the largest Home 
Rule Village in Michigan, with a statewide rep-
utation as a leader in municipal management 
and fiscal stability. The Village also has the 
distinction of being one of the safest commu-
nities in Michigan, due in large part to the ef-
forts of their Department of Public Safety, po-
lice and fire departments, and emergency 
medical services. 

Madam Speaker, Beverly Hills is a forward 
thinking community aimed at improving the al-
ready sterling quality of life that their residents 
expect. I congratulate them on their 50th anni-
versary and wish the residents many more 
years of prosperity. 

f 

FATHER’S DAY RESOLUTION 

SPEECH OF 

HON. TODD TIAHRT 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 9, 2008 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr Speaker, I rise today to 
offer my strong support to H. Res. 1243, 
which recognizes the importance of fathers in 
American society. 

In 1965, while reporting to the Johnson ad-
ministration on the problems of under-class 
America, Daniel Patrick Moynihan cut to the 
root of many of the problems we in Congress 
work so hard to address. His report stated 
that, ‘‘. . . A community that allows a large 
number of young men to grow up in broken 
families . . . never acquiring any stable rela-
tionship to male authority, never acquiring any 
rational expectations about the future—that 
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community asks for and gets chaos.’’ Trag-
ically, since the Moynihan Report was issued, 
the number of fatherless homes has more 
than tripled. Is it any wonder, then, that our 
society has the problems that it does? 

Several studies conducted in recent years 
emphasize the importance of fathers in the 
well-being of their children. Children living 
without their fathers are 5 times more likely to 
live in poverty as those who live with both par-
ents. Not living with both parents quadruples 
the risk of having an affective disorder, such 
as depression, and are nearly twice as likely 
to be diagnosed with breathing problems such 
as asthma. Cigarette, alcohol, and drug use, 
and violent crime rates are all significantly 
lower for children that come from two parent 
households. Children with fathers are half as 
likely to drop out of school, half as likely to re-
peat a grade, and much more likely to get A’s, 
enjoy school, and participate in extracurricular 
activities. And where fathers were present, 

young men were more likely to grow up to be-
come good fathers themselves. 

It would be naı̈ve for me to suggest that the 
simple presence of a father guarantees the 
success of their children and a life without 
problems. But the evidence is overwhelming 
that fathers do play a vital role in the growth 
and development of their children. So, Mr. 
Speaker, as we prepare to celebrate Fathers’ 
Day this weekend, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in voting for this resolution that ex-
presses our appreciation for the hard work 
that fathers do in providing for their families, 
for modeling good relationships, and for rais-
ing their children to be responsible citizens of 
this great country. 

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I would like to take just 
a moment to honor my own father, Wilbur 
Tiahrt. Truly a member of the Greatest Gen-
eration, he raised me and my siblings to be 
people of integrity, to value our families, and 
to appreciate and cherish the freedoms we 

have in America today. Seven years ago, my 
father underwent open heart surgery. That ex-
perience has served as a very personal re-
minder to how short life is, and each Fathers’ 
Day I am especially grateful for the time that 
I have with my father. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, on June 9, 
I was touring flood damaged parts of my dis-
trict in Iowa and was not present for votes. 
Had I been present for Rollcall votes 388, 389 
and 390, I would have voted ‘‘yes’’. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
June 12, 2008 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

JUNE 17 

9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine the origins 
of aggressive interrogation techniques, 
focusing on Part I of the Committee’s 
inquiry into the treatment of detainees 
in U.S. custody. 

SD–106 
10 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine the chal-

lenges and regional solutions to devel-
oping transmission for renewable elec-
tricity resources. 

SD–366 
Finance 

To hold hearings to examine the future 
of the United States economy, focusing 
on long run deficits and debt. 

SD–215 
Judiciary 

To hold hearings to examine protecting 
consumers by protecting intellectual 
property. 

SD–226 
10:30 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Appropriations 
Financial Services and General Govern-

ment Subcommittee 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 

role, responsibilities, and resource 
needs of the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission on oversight of futures 
and derivatives markets in energy and 
agriculture. 

SD–192 
Appropriations 
Financial Services and General Govern-

ment Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the role, re-

sponsibilities, and resource needs of 

the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, focusing on oversight of en-
ergy markets and oil futures contracts. 

SD–192 
2:15 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
International Development and Foreign 

Assistance, Economic Affairs and 
International Environmental Protec-
tion Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine inter-
national disaster assistance, focusing 
on policy options. 

SD–419 
2:30 p.m. 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine ways to re-

spond to the growing need for federal 
judgeships, focusing on ‘‘The Federal 
Judgeship Act of 2008’’. 

SD–226 
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine S. 1774, to 
designate the John Krebs Wilderness in 
the State of California, to add certain 
land to the Sequoia-Kings Canyon Na-
tional Park Wilderness, S. 2255, to 
amend the National Trails System Act 
to provide for studies of the Chisholm 
Trail and Great Western Trail to deter-
mine whether to add the trails to the 
National Trails System, S. 2359, to es-
tablish the St. Augustine 450th Com-
memoration Commission, S. 2943, to 
amend the National Trails System Act 
to designate the Pacific Northwest Na-
tional Scenic Trail, S. 3017, to des-
ignate the Beaver Basin Wilderness at 
Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore in 
the State of Michigan, S. 3010, to reau-
thorize the Route 66 Corridor Preserva-
tion Program, S. 3045, to establish the 
Kenai Mountains-Turnagain Arm Na-
tional Forest Heritage Area in the 
State of Alaska, H.R. 1143, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to lease 
certain lands in Virgin Islands Na-
tional Park, and S. 3096, to amend the 
National Cave and Karst Research In-
stitute Act of 1998 to authorize appro-
priations for the National Cave and 
Karst Research Institute. 

SD–366 
3 p.m. 

Commission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe 

To hold hearings to examine combating 
sexual exploitation of children, focus-
ing on strengthening international law 
enforcement cooperation. 

B318, Rayburn Building 

JUNE 18 
10 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine privacy im-

plications of online advertising. 
SR–253 

Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs 

To hold hearings to examine protecting 
personal information, focusing on steps 
the federal government has in place. 

SD–342 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings to examine improving 

energy efficiency, focusing on increas-
ing the use of renewable sources of en-
ergy, and reducing the carbon footprint 
of the Capitol complex. 

SR–301 
10:30 a.m. 

Aging 
Judiciary 
Antitrust, Competition Policy and Con-

sumer Rights Subcommittee 
To hold joint hearings to examine S. 

2838, to amend chapter 1 of title 9 of 
United States Code with respect to ar-
bitration. 

SD–226 
2 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine the pre-

paredness of federal land management 
agencies for the 2008 wildfire season. 

SD–366 

JUNE 19 

10 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Surface Transportation and Merchant Ma-

rine Infrastructure, Safety and Secu-
rity Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine cruise ship 
safety, focusing on potential steps for 
keeping Americans safe at sea. 

SR–253 
2:15 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine pending 

nominations. 
SD–419 

2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 

To hold closed hearings to examine cer-
tain intelligence matters. 

SH–219 

JUNE 24 

10:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings to examine climate 
change impacts on the transportation 
sector. 

SR–253 

JUNE 25 

9:30 a.m. 
Judiciary 
Constitution Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine laptop 
searches and other violations of pri-
vacy faced by Americans returning 
from overseas travel. 

SD–226 

JUNE 26 

9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

Business meeting to markup pending cal-
endar business. 

SR–418 
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Wednesday, June 11, 2008 

Daily Digest 
Senate 

Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S5461–S5534 
Measures Introduced: Eight bills and two resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 3111–3118, S. 
Res. 591, and S. Con. Res. 89.                   Pages S5523–24 

Measures Indefinitely Postponed: 
Commission to Study the Potential Creation of 

the National Museum of the American Latino Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 512, to establish 
the Commission to Study the Potential Creation of 
the National Museum of the American Latino to de-
velop a plan of action for the establishment and 
maintenance of a National Museum of the American 
Latino in Washington, DC.                                  Page S5530 

Carl Sandburg Home National Historic Site 
Boundary Revision Act: Senate indefinitely post-
poned H.R. 1100, to revise the boundary of the Carl 
Sandburg Home National Historic Site in the State 
of North Carolina.                                                     Page S5530 

Columbia-Pacific National Heritage Area Study 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 407, to di-
rect the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study 
to determine the feasibility of establishing the Co-
lumbia-Pacific National Heritage Area in the States 
of Washington and Oregon.                                 Page S5530 

Soldiers’ Memorial Military Museum: Senate in-
definitely postponed H.R. 1047, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study to deter-
mine the suitability and feasibility of designating 
the Soldiers’ Memorial Military Museum located in 
St. Louis, Missouri, as a unit of the National Park 
System.                                                                            Page S5530 

Brigadier General Francis Marion Memorial 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 497, to au-
thorize the Marion Park Project, a committee of the 
Palmetto Conservation Foundation, to establish a 
commemorative work on Federal land in the District 
of Columbia, and its environs to honor Brigadier 
General Francis Marion.                                          Page S5530 

More Water, More Energy, and Less Waste Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 902, to facilitate 
the use for irrigation and other purposes of water 

produced in connection with development of energy 
resources.                                                                         Page S5530 

Steel and Aluminum Energy Conservation and 
Technology Competitiveness Act: Senate indefinitely 
postponed H.R. 1126, to reauthorize the Steel and 
Aluminum Energy Conservation and Technology 
Competitiveness Act of 1988.                             Page S5530 

American River Pump Station Project Transfer 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 482, to di-
rect the Secretary of the Interior to transfer owner-
ship of the American River Pump Station Project. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Minidoka National Historic Site Act: Senate in-
definitely postponed H.R. 161, to adjust the bound-
ary of the Minidoka Internment National Monument 
to include the Nidoto Nai Yoni Memorial in Bain-
bridge Island, Washington.                                  Page S5530 

Contract Renegotiation: Senate indefinitely post-
poned H.R. 235, to allow for the renegotiation of 
the payment schedule of contracts between the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Redwood Valley Coun-
ty Water District.                                                      Page S5530 

Piedras Blancas Historic Light Station Out-
standing Natural Area Act: Senate indefinitely 
postponed H.R. 276, to designate the Piedras Blan-
cas Light Station and the surrounding public land as 
an Outstanding Natural Area to be administered as 
a part of the National Landscape Conservation Sys-
tem.                                                                                   Page S5530 

Wilson’s Creek National Battlefield: Senate in-
definitely postponed H.R. 376, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct a special resource 
study to determine the suitability and feasibility of 
including the battlefields and related sites of the 
First and Second Battles of Newtonia, Missouri, dur-
ing the Civil War as part of Wilson’s Creek Na-
tional Battlefield or designating the battlefields and 
related sites as a separate unit of the National Park 
System.                                                                            Page S5530 

Energy Technology Transfer Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed H.R. 85, to provide for the estab-
lishment of centers to encourage demonstration and 
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commercial application of advanced energy methods 
and technologies.                                                        Page S5530 

Former Representative Jim Weaver: Senate in-
definitely postponed H.R. 247, to designate a Forest 
Service trail at Waldo Lake in the Willamette Na-
tional Forest in the State of Oregon as a national 
recreation trail in honor of Jim Weaver, a former 
Member of the House of Representatives.     Page S5530 

Alaska Water Resources Act: Senate indefinitely 
postponed H.R. 1114, to require the Secretary of the 
Interior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the United States Geological Survey, to conduct 
a study on groundwater resources in the State of 
Alaska.                                                                             Page S5530 

Natural Resource Protection Cooperative Agree-
ment Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 658, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter 
into cooperative agreements to protect natural re-
sources of units of the National Park System through 
collaborative efforts on land inside and outside of 
units of the National Park System.                   Page S5530 

Arthur V. Watkins Dam Enlargement Act: Sen-
ate indefinitely postponed H.R. 839, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to study the feasibility 
of enlarging the Arthur V. Watkins Dam Weber 
Basin Project, Utah, to provide additional water for 
the Weber Basin Project to fulfill the purposes for 
which that project was authorized.                   Page S5530 

Wild Sky Wilderness Act: Senate indefinitely 
postponed H.R. 886, to enhance ecosystem protec-
tion and the range of outdoor opportunities pro-
tected by statute in the Skykomish River valley of 
the State of Washington by designating certain 
lower-elevation Federal lands as wilderness. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

New Mexico Water Planning Assistance Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1904, to provide 
assistance to the State of New Mexico for the devel-
opment of comprehensive State water plans. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1388, to 
amend the National Trails System Act to designate 
the Star-Spangled Banner Trail in the States of 
Maryland and Virginia and the District of Columbia 
as a National Historic Trail.                                 Page S5530 

Hudson-Fulton-Champlain Quadricentennial 
Commemoration Act: Senate indefinitely postponed 
H.R. 1520, to establish the Champlain 
Quadricentennial Commemoration Commission, the 
Hudson-Fulton 400th Commemoration Commission. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Commission: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 2094, to provide 
for certain administrative and support services for 
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Commission. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1337, to provide 
for a feasibility study of alternatives to augment the 
water supplies of the Central Oklahoma Master Con-
servancy District and cities served by the District. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Eastern Municipal Water District Recycled 
Water System Pressurization and Expansion 
Project: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 30, to 
amend the Reclamation Wastewater and Ground-
water Study and Facilities Act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to participate in the Eastern 
Municipal Water District Recycled Water System 
Pressurization and Expansion Project.             Page S5530 

Lowell National Historical Park Boundary Ad-
justment Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 
299, to adjust the boundary of Lowell National His-
torical Park.                                                                   Page S5530 

Cesar Estrada Chavez Study Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed H.R. 359, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct a special resource 
study of sites associated with the life of Cesar 
Estarada Chavez and the farm labor movement. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Bob Hope Memorial Library: Senate indefinitely 
postponed H.R. 759, to redesignate the Ellis Island 
Library on the third floor of the Ellis Island Immi-
gration Museum, located on Ellis Island in New 
York Harbor, as the ‘‘Bob Hope Memorial Library’’. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Columbia Space Shuttle Memorial Study Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 807, to direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a special re-
source study to determine the feasibility and suit-
ability of establishing a memorial to the Space Shut-
tle Columbia in the State of Texas and for its inclu-
sion as a unit of the National Park System. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Southern Nevada Readiness Center Act: Senate 
indefinitely postponed H.R. 815, to provide for the 
conveyance of certain land in Clark County, Nevada, 
for use by the Nevada National Guard.         Page S5530 

Denali National Park and Alaska Railroad Ex-
change Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 830, 
to authorize the exchange of certain interests in land 
in Denali National Park in the State of Alaska. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 
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Taunton, Massachusetts Special Resources Study 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1021, to di-
rect the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a special 
resources study regarding the suitability and feasi-
bility of designating certain historic buildings and 
areas in Taunton, Massachusetts, as a unit of the Na-
tional Park System.                                                   Page S5530 

Lower Republican River Basin Study Act: Sen-
ate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1025, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study to 
determine the feasibility of implementing a water 
supply and conservation project to improve water 
supply reliability, increase the capacity of water stor-
age, and improve water management efficiency in 
the Republican River Basin between Harlan County 
Lake in Nebraska and Milford Lake in Kansas. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Grand Canyon National Park: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed H.R. 1191, to authorize the Na-
tional Park Service to pay for services rendered by 
subcontractors under a General Services Administra-
tion Indefinite Deliver Indefinite Quantity Contract 
issued for work to be completed at the Grand Can-
yon National Park.                                                    Page S5530 

National Underground Railroad Network to 
Freedom Amendments Act: Senate indefinitely post-
poned H.R. 1239, to amend the National Under-
ground Railroad Network to Freedom Act of 1998 
to authorize additional funding to carry out the Act. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Platte River Recovery Implementation Program 
and Pathfinder Modification Authorization Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1462, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to participate in the 
implementation of the Platte River Recovery Imple-
mentation Program for Endangered Species in the 
Central and Lower Platte River Basin and to modify 
the Pathfinder Dam and Reservoir.                  Page S5530 

Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Program 
Authorization Act: Senate indefinitely postponed 
H.R. 1526, to amend the Reclamation Wastewater 
and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act to author-
ize the Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Pro-
gram.                                                                                Page S5530 

Bureau of Reclamation Site Security Costs Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1662, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to seek limited reim-
bursement for site security activities.               Page S5530 

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 3079, to 
amend the joint resolution that approved the cov-
enant establishing the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands.                                                  Page S5530 

Jupiter Inlet Lighthouse Outstanding Natural 
Area Act: Senate indefinitely postponed H.R. 1922, 
to designate the Jupiter Inlet Lighthouse and the 
surrounding Federal land in the State of Florida as 
an Outstanding Natural Area and as a unit of the 
National Landscape Conservation System.     Page S5530 

National Museum of Wildlife Art of the United 
States: Senate indefinitely postponed H. Con. Res. 
116, expressing the sense of Congress that the Na-
tional Museum of Wildlife Art, located in Jackson, 
Wyoming, shall be designated as the ‘‘National Mu-
seum of Wildlife Art of the United States’’. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Natural Resource Protection Cooperative Agree-
ment Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 241, to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
cooperative agreements to protect natural resources 
of units of the National Park System through col-
laborative efforts on land inside and outside of units 
of the National Park System.                               Page S5530 

Compacts of Free Association Amendments Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed S. 283, to amend the 
Compact of Free Association Amendments Act of 
2003.                                                                                Page S5530 

New Mexico Water Planning Assistance Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed S. 255, to provide as-
sistance to the State of New Mexico for the develop-
ment of comprehensive State water plans.     Page S5530 

North Unit Irrigation District Act: Senate in-
definitely postponed S. 266, to provide for the modi-
fication of an amendatory repayment contract be-
tween the Secretary of the Interior and the North 
Unit Irrigation District.                                         Page S5530 

Little Butte/Bear Creek Subbasins Water Feasi-
bility Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 265, to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Bureau of Reclamation, to conduct a 
water resource feasibility study for the Little Butte/ 
Bear Creek Subbasins in Oregon.                       Page S5530 

Wallowa Lake Dam Rehabilitation and Water 
Management Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 
264, to authorize the Bureau of Reclamation to par-
ticipate in the rehabilitation of the Wallowa Lake 
Dam in Oregon.                                                          Page S5530 

Deschutes River Conservancy Reauthorization 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 263, to amend 
the Oregon Resource Conservation Act of 1996 to 
reauthorize the participation of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation in the Deschutes River Conservancy. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District Conveyance 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 235, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to convey certain 
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buildings and lands of the Yakima Project, Wash-
ington, to the Yakima-Tieton Irrigation District. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Alaska Water Resources Act: Senate indefinitely 
postponed S. 200, to require the Secretary of the In-
terior, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the United States Geological Survey, to conduct 
a study on groundwater resources in the State of 
Alaska.                                                                             Page S5530 

Southern Idaho Bureau of Reclamation Repay-
ment Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 220, to 
authorize early repayment of obligations to the Bu-
reau of Reclamation within the A & B Irrigation 
District in the State of Idaho.                              Page S5530 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail: Senate 
indefinitely postponed S. 471, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to convey to The Missouri 
River Basin Lewis and Clark Interpretive Trail and 
Visitor Center Foundation, Inc. certain Federal land 
associated with the Lewis and Clark National His-
toric Trail in Nebraska, to be used as an historical 
interpretive site along the trail.                          Page S5530 

National Heritage Areas and National Heritage 
Corridors Technical Corrections Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed S. 817, to amend the Omnibus 
Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996 to 
provide additional authorizations for certain National 
Heritage Areas.                                                            Page S5530 

Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 
Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 797, to amend 
the National Trails System Act to designate the 
Star-Spangled Banner Trail in the States of Maryland 
and Virginia and the District of Columbia as a Na-
tional Historic Trail.                                                Page S5530 

Juab County Surface and Ground Water Study 
and Development Act: Senate indefinitely postponed 
S. 1110, to amend the Reclamation Projects Author-
ization and Adjustment Act of 1992 to provide for 
the conjunctive use of surface and ground water in 
Juab County, Utah.                                                   Page S5530 

Eightmile Wild and Scenic River Act: Senate in-
definitely postponed S. 553, to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain segments of 
the Eightmile River in the State of Connecticut as 
components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System.                                                                            Page S5530 

Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Commission: 
Senate indefinitely postponed S. 890, to provide for 
certain administrative and support services for the 
Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Commission. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Central Oklahoma Master Conservancy District: 
Senate indefinitely postponed S. 175, to provide for 

a feasibility study of alternatives to augment the 
water supplies of the Central Oklahoma Master Con-
servancy District and cities served by the District. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Niagara Falls National Heritage Area Act: Sen-
ate indefinitely postponed S. 800, to establish the 
Niagara Falls National Heritage Area in the State of 
New York.                                                                     Page S5530 

Abraham Lincoln National Heritage Area Act: 
Senate indefinitely postponed S. 955, to establish the 
Abraham Lincoln National Heritage Area. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Hudson-Fulton-Champlain Quadricentennial 
Commemoration Commission Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed S. 1148, to establish the Champlain 
Quadricentennial Commemoration Commission and 
the Hudson-Fulton 400th Commemoration Commis-
sion.                                                                                   Page S5530 

Journey Through Hallowed Ground National 
Heritage Area Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 
289, to establish the Journey Through Hallowed 
Ground National Heritage Area.                        Page S5530 

National Forests, Parks, Public Land, and Rec-
lamation Projects Authorization Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed S. 2179, to authorize certain pro-
grams and activities in the Forest Service, the De-
partment of the Interior, and the Department of En-
ergy.                                                                                  Page S5530 

Natural Resource Projects and Programs Au-
thorization Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 
2180, to authorize certain programs and activities in 
the Department of the Interior, the Forest Service, 
and the Department of Energy, and to amend the 
Compact of Free Association Amendments Act of 
2003.                                                                                Page S5530 

National Forests, Parks, Public Land, and Rec-
lamation Projects Authorization Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed S. 2483, to authorize certain pro-
grams and activities in the Forest Service, the De-
partment of the Interior, and the Department of En-
ergy.                                                                                  Page S5530 

National Forests, Parks, Public Land, and Rec-
lamation Projects Authorization Act: Senate indefi-
nitely postponed S. 2616, to authorize certain pro-
grams and activities in the Forest Service, the De-
partment of the Interior, and the Department of En-
ergy.                                                                                  Page S5530 

Coastal Heritage Trail: Senate indefinitely post-
poned S. 1039, to extend the authorization for the 
Coastal Heritage Trail in the State of New Jersey. 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Jupiter Inlet Lighthouse Outstanding Natural 
Area Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 1143, to 
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designate the Jupiter Inlet Lighthouse and the sur-
rounding Federal land in the State of Florida as an 
Outstanding Natural Area and as a unit of the Na-
tional Landscape System.                                        Page S5530 

Acadia National Park Improvement Act: Senate 
indefinitely postponed S. 1329, to extend the Acadia 
National Park Advisory Commission, to provide im-
proved visitor services at the park.                    Page S5530 

Wolf House Study Act: Senate indefinitely post-
poned S. 1941, to direct the Secretary of the Interior 
to study the suitability and feasibility of designating 
the Wolf House, located in Norfolk, Arkansas, as a 
unit of the National Park System.                     Page S5530 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail Exten-
sion Study Act: Senate indefinitely postponed S. 
1991, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
conduct a study to determine the suitability and fea-
sibility of extending the Lewis and Clark National 
Historic Trail to include additional sites associated 
with the preparation and return phases of the expe-
dition.                                                                               Page S5530 

National Museum of Wildlife Art of the United 
States: Senate indefinitely postponed S. Con. Res. 6, 
expressing the sense of Congress that the National 
Museum of Wildlife Art, located in Jackson, Wyo-
ming, should be designated as the ‘‘National Mu-
seum of Wildlife Art of the United States.’’ 
                                                                                            Page S5530 

Measures Considered: 
Consumer-First Energy Act: Senate continued con-
sideration of the motion to proceed to consideration 
of S. 3044, to provide energy price relief and hold 
oil companies and other entities accountable for their 
actions with regard to high energy prices. 
                                                                             Pages S5472–S5517 

Medicare Improvements for Patients and Pro-
viders Act—Agreement: A unanimous-consent- 
time agreement was reached providing that at ap-
proximately 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, June 12, 2008, 
Senate resume consideration of the motion to pro-
ceed to consideration of S. 3101, to amend titles 
XVIII and XIX of the Social Security Act to extend 
expiring provisions under the Medicare program, to 
improve beneficiary access to preventive and mental 
health services, to enhance low-income benefit pro-
grams, and to maintain access to care in rural areas, 
including pharmacy access, and Senate vote on the 
motion to invoke cloture thereon at 3 p.m.; that the 
time until 3 p.m. be equally divided and controlled 
between the two Leaders or their designees; provided 
further, that the final 40 minutes prior to the vote 
be controlled as follows: 10 minutes each for Sen-
ators Grassley, Baucus, McConnell, and Reid, or 
their designees, in that order.                      Pages S5530–34 

Messages from the House:                                 Page S5522 

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S5522 

Measures Placed on the Calendar:               Page S5522 

Measures Read the First Time:       Pages S5522, S5530 

Executive Communications:                     Pages S5522–23 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S5524–25 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S5525–30 

Additional Statements:                                Pages S5520–22 

Authorities for Committees to Meet:         Page S5530 

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S5530 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m. and 
adjourned at 7:05 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, June 12, 2008. (For Senate’s program, see the 
remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s 
Record on page S5530.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

SPYWARE IMPLICATIONS 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 
Committee concluded a hearing to examine the im-
pact and policy implications of spyware on con-
sumers and businesses, including S. 1625, to protect 
against the unauthorized installation of computer 
software, to require clear disclosure to computer 
users of certain computer software features that may 
pose a threat to user privacy, after receiving testi-
mony from Eileen Harrington, Deputy Director, Bu-
reau of Consumer Protection, Federal Trade Commis-
sion; Arthur A. Butler, Ater Wynne LLP, Seattle, 
Washington, on behalf of Americans for Fair Elec-
tronic Commerce Transactions; Jerry Cerasale, Direct 
Marketing Association, Inc., and Marc Rotenberg, 
Electronic Privacy Information Center, both of 
Washington, D.C.; Benjamin Edelman, Harvard 
Business School, Boston, Massachusetts; and Vincent 
Weafer, Symantec Corporation, Culver City, Cali-
fornia, on behalf of the Business Software Alliance. 

SOVEREIGN WEALTH FUNDS 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded 
a hearing to examine sovereign wealth funds, govern-
ment investment funds, funding by foreign currency 
reserves, but managed separately from official cur-
rency reserves, focusing on foreign policy con-
sequences in an era of new money, after receiving 
testimony from Jagdish Bhagwati, Council on For-
eign Relations, New York, New York; Daniel W. 
Drezner, Tufts University Fletcher School, Boston, 
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Massachusetts; and David Marchick, Carlyle Group, 
Washington, D.C. 

PROTECTING AMERICANS 
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee held a hearing 
to examine the effect on consumers and consideration 
for the efforts of Congress, focusing on the Supreme 
Court’s treatment of laws that protect the health, 
safety, jobs, and retirement of Americans, receiving 
testimony from Andy R. Anderson, Morgan, Lewis 
and Bockius, LLP, Chicago, Illinois, on behalf of the 
United States Chamber of Commerce; Thomas O. 
McGarity, University of Texas School of Law, Aus-
tin; Richard M. Cooper, Williams and Connolly, 
LLP, Washington, D.C.; Robert M. Lawless, Univer-
sity of Illinois College of Law, Champaign; Bridget 

Robb, Gwynedd, Pennsylvania; and Maureen Kurtek, 
Pottsville, Pennsylvania. 

Hearing recessed subject to the call. 

NOMINATIONS 
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded a 
hearing to examine the nominations of Paul G. 
Gardephe, and Cathy Seibel, both to be a United 
States District Judge for the Southern District of 
New York, Kiyo A. Matsumoto, to be United States 
District Judge for the Eastern District of New York, 
and Glenn T. Suddaby, to be United States District 
Judge for the Northern District of New York, after 
each nominee testified and answered questions in 
their own behalf. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 16 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 6233–6248; and 7 resolutions, H. 
Con. Res. 371; and H. Res. 1262–1264, 1266–1268 
were introduced.                                                 Pages H5327–28 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages H5328–29 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows: 
H.R. 2631, to strengthen efforts in the Depart-

ment of Homeland Security to develop nuclear 
forensics capabilities to permit attribution of the 
source of nuclear material, with amendments (H. 
Rept. 110–708, Pt. 1); 

H.R. 5811, to amend title 44, United States 
Code, to require preservation of certain electronic 
records by Federal agencies and to require a certifi-
cation and reports relating to Presidential records, 
with an amendment (H. Rept. 110–709); and 

H. Res. 1265, providing for consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 5749) to provide for a program of emer-
gency unemployment compensation (H. Rept. 
110–710).                                                                       Page H5327 

Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the guest 
Chaplain, Rev. John I. Caples, Jr., Jesus Name Ap-
ostolic Church, Waukegan, Illinois.                 Page H5217 

Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement 
Act of 2008: The House passed H.R. 6003, to reau-
thorize Amtrak, by a yea-and-nay vote of 311 yeas 
to 104 nays, Roll No. 400.                          Pages H5222–65 

Rejected the Davis (KY) motion to recommit the 
bill to the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure with instructions to report the same back 

to the House promptly with an amendment, by a 
yea-and-nay vote of 194 yeas to 230 nays, Roll No. 
399.                                                                           Pages H5263–65 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure now printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute rule. 
                                                                                            Page H5233 

On a demand for a separate vote on a certain 
amendment agreed to in the Committee of the 
Whole: 

By a recorded vote of 295 ayes to 127 noes, Roll 
No. 398, agreed to the Davis (VA) amendment (No. 
2 printed in H. Rept. 110–703) that authorizes the 
Transportation Secretary to make grants to the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority to 
finance in part the capital and preventive mainte-
nance projects included in the Capital Improvement 
Program approved by the Board of Directors of the 
Transit Authority; and prohibits funds to the Transit 
Authority unless the Authority ensures its rail cus-
tomers have access to any services provided by any 
licensed wireless provider that notifies the Authority 
of its intent to offer services to the public (agreed 
to in the Committee of the Whole by voice vote). 
                                                                Pages H5249–54, H5261–63 

Accepted: 
Oberstar manager’s amendment (No. 1 printed in 

H. Rept. 110–703) that provides that none of the 
funds may be used to employ workers in violation 
of section 274A of the Immigration and Nationality 
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Act; requires the Secretary of Transportation to con-
duct a study on ways to streamline compliance with 
National Historic Preservation Act requirements for 
federally funded railroad infrastructure projects; in-
serts provisions regarding the Northeast Corridor; re-
quires studies regarding the expansion of the South 
Central High-Speed Rail Corridor to Memphis and 
to far south Texas; requires proposals for building 
station stops for the proposed high-speed rail system 
in the Northeast Corridor; authorizes intercity pas-
senger rail grants to be used for bicycle access into 
rolling stock and provides bicycle racks in trains; 
and makes technical corrections to the bill; 
                                                                                    Pages H5245–49 

Smith (WA) amendment (No. 3 printed in H. 
Rept. 110–703) that requires Amtrak to engage in 
good faith discussions, with commuter rail entities 
and public transportation authorities operating on 
the same trackage owned by a rail carrier as Amtrak, 
with respect to routing and timing of trains to effi-
ciently move a maximal number of commuters, 
intercity, and passenger rail passengers, particularly 
during peak times of commuter usage. Also requires 
such discussion with respect to the expansion and 
enhancement of commuter rail and regional rail pub-
lic transportation service;                               Pages H5254–55 

McCarthy (NY) amendment (No. 5 printed in H. 
Rept. 110–703) that adds to the passenger rail sys-
tem comparison study a request to study train horn 
technology, with an emphasis on reducing train horn 
noise and its effect on local communities; 
                                                                                    Pages H5257–58 

Murphy (CT) amendment (No. 7 printed in H. 
Rept. 110–703) that expresses support for commuter 
rail service between New Haven, CT, and Spring-
field, MA and encourages Amtrak to cooperate with 
state Departments of Transportation to expand com-
muter rail service on that line. Also provides that 
Amtrak shall report to Congress and the Transpor-
tation Departments of Connecticut and Massachu-
setts on the total cost of uncompleted infrastructure 
maintenance on the rail line between New Haven 
and Springfield; and                                         Pages H5258–59 

Patrick Murphy (PA) amendment (No. 8 printed 
in H. Rept. 110–703) that requires Amtrak, within 
one year of enactment, to report to Congress on the 
results of an evaluation of passenger rail between 
Cornwells Heights, PA, and New York City, NY, 
and between Princeton Junction, NJ, and New York 
City, NY, to determine whether to expand passenger 
rail service by increasing the frequency of stops or 
reducing commuter ticket prices for this route. 
                                                                                    Pages H5259–60 

Rejected: 
Sessions amendment (No. 4 printed in H. Rept. 

110–703) that sought to prohibit funds from being 

used for the long distance Amtrak route with the 
highest cost per seat/mile according to Amtrak’s 
March 2008 monthly performance report unless the 
Secretary has transmitted a waiver for this route or 
a portion of it because the Secretary considers it crit-
ical to homeland security (by a recorded vote of 150 
ayes to 275 noes, Roll No. 397). 
                                                                Pages H5255–57, H5260–61 

Agreed that the Clerk be authorized to make 
technical and conforming changes to reflect the ac-
tions of the House.                                                    Page H5265 

H. Res. 1253, the rule providing for consideration 
of the bill, was agreed to on Tuesday, June 10th. 

Privileged Resolution—Motion to Refer: Agreed 
to refer H. Res. 1258, impeaching George W. Bush, 
President of the United States, of high crimes and 
misdemeanors, to the Committee on the Judiciary by 
a yea-and-nay vote of 251 yeas to 166 nays, Roll 
No. 401.                                                                         Page H5266 

Suspension—Proceedings Resumed: The House 
agreed to suspend the rules and agree to the fol-
lowing measure which was debated on Tuesday, June 
10th: 

Expressing support for the designation of Na-
tional D-Day Remembrance Day, and recognizing 
the spirit, courage, and sacrifice of the men and 
women who fought and won World War II: H. 
Res. 1235, to express support for the designation of 
National D-Day Remembrance Day, and to recog-
nize the spirit, courage, and sacrifice of the men and 
women who fought and won World War II, by a 2/ 
3 yea-and-nay vote of 406 yeas with none voting 
‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 402.                                       Pages H5266–67 

Suspension—Failed: The House failed to agree to 
suspend the rules and pass the following measure: 

Emergency Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2008: H.R. 5749, amended, to provide 
for a program of emergency unemployment com-
pensation, by a 2/3 yea-and-nay vote of 279 yeas to 
144 nays, Roll No. 403.                   Pages H5267–76, H5279 

Suspension: The House agreed to suspend the rules 
and agree to the following measure: 

Expressing the sense of the House of Representa-
tives that rebate checks would better stimulate the 
economy if spent on American-made products and 
services from American-owned companies: H. Res. 
977, to express the sense of the House of Represent-
atives that rebate checks would better stimulate the 
economy if spent on American-made products and 
services from American-owned companies, by a 2/3 
yea-and-nay vote of 404 yeas to 6 nays, with 6 vot-
ing ‘‘present’’, Roll No. 404.                       Pages H5276–80 
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Privileged Resolution—Intent to Offer: Rep-
resentative Wolf announced his intent to offer a 
privileged resolution raising a question of the privi-
leges of the House.                                            Pages H5280–87 

Privileged Resolution—Motion to Refer: Agreed 
to refer H. Res. 1263, directing the Chief Adminis-
trative Officer and the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House of Representatives to take timely action to 
ensure that all Members, committees, and offices of 
the House are alerted of the dangers of electronic at-
tacks on the computers and information systems 
used in carrying out their official duties and are fully 
briefed on how to protect themselves, their official 
records, and their communications from electronic 
security breaches, to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration by voice vote.                                    Page H5287 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Authorization Act of 2008—Rule for Consider-
ation: The House began consideration of H. Res. 
1257, the rule providing for consideration of H.R. 
6063, to authorize the programs of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. Further pro-
ceedings were postponed.                               Pages H5287–94 

Suspensions—Proceedings Postponed: The House 
debated the following measures under suspension of 
the rules. Further proceedings were postponed: 

Authorizing the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to accept, as part of a 
settlement, diesel emission reduction Supplemental 
Environmental Projects: S. 2146, amended, to au-
thorize the Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to accept, as part of a settlement, 
diesel emission reduction Supplemental Environ-
mental Projects and                                          Pages H5294–96 

Caroline Pryce Walker Conquer Childhood Can-
cer Act of 2008: H.R. 1553, amended, to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to advance medical re-
search and treatments into pediatric cancers, ensure 
patients and families have access to the current treat-
ments and information regarding pediatric cancers, 
establish a population-based national childhood can-
cer database, and promote public awareness of pedi-
atric cancers.                                                   Pages H5296–H5300 

Senate Message: Message received from the Senate 
today appears on page H5267. 
Quorum Calls—Votes: Six yea-and-nay votes and 
two recorded votes developed during the proceedings 
of today and appear on pages H5261, H5262–63, 
H5264–65, H5265, H5266, H5266–67, H5279, 
H5280. There were no quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 11:57 p.m. 

Committee Meetings 
HOMELAND SECURITY APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Home-
land Security approved for full Committee action the 
Homeland Security Appropriations for Fiscal Year 
2009. 

INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2009 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Inte-
rior, Environment, and Related Agencies, approved 
for full Committee action the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies the Interior, Environment, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations for Fiscal Year 
2009. 

EDUCATION BEGINS AT HOME ACT 
Committee on Education and Labor: Held a hearing on 
H.R. 2343, Education Begins at Home Act. Testi-
mony was heard from Laura A. Ditka, Deputy Dis-
trict Attorney and Chief of Child Abuse Unit, Alle-
gheny County, Pennsylvania; and public witnesses. 

GREEN ACT OF 2008 
Committee on Financial Services: Held a hearing on 
H.R. 6078, GREEN Act of 2008. Testimony was 
heard from the following officials of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development: Michael 
Freedberg, Director, Division of Affordable Housing 
Technology Research, Co-Chair, HUD Energy Task 
Force; and Patrick J. Lawler, Chief Economist and 
Associate Director, Office of Policy Analysis and Re-
search, Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Over-
sight; and public witnesses. 

REPORT—THE DECLINE IN AMERICA’S 
REPUTATION: WHY? 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on Inter-
national Organizations, Human Rights, and Over-
sight approved a Subcommittee Report on The De-
cline in America’s Reputation: Why? 

The Subcommittee also held a hearing and Review 
of the Subcommittee Report: The Decline in Amer-
ica’s Reputation: Why? Testimony was heard from 
public witnesses. 

CHINA IN THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on West-
ern Hemisphere held a hearing on the New Chal-
lenge: China in the Western Hemisphere. Testimony 
was heard from public witnesses. 
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MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES; IMPROVING 
PUBLIC ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS ACT 
Committee on Homeland Security: Subcommittee on In-
telligence, Information Sharing and Terrorism Risk 
Assessment approved for full Committee action, as 
amended, the following bills: H.R. 3815, Homeland 
Security Open Source Information Enhancement Act 
of 2007; H.R. 4806, Reducing Over-Classification 
Act of 2007; H.R. 6048, Personnel Reimbursement 
for Intelligence Cooperation and Enhance of Home-
land Security Act, and H.R. 6193, Improving Public 
Access to Documents Act. 

The Subcommittee also held a hearing on H.R. 
6193, Improving Public Access to Documents Act of 
2008. Testimony was heard from public witnesses. 

DHS AND THE NEXT MAJOR 
CATASTROPHE 
Committee on Homeland Security: Subcommittee on 
Management, Investigations, and Oversight held a 
hearing entitled ‘‘Ready to Lead? DHS and the Next 
Major Catastrophe.’’ Testimony was heard from 
Wayne Parent, Deputy Director, Office of Oper-
ations Coordination, Department of Homeland Secu-
rity; William O. Jenkins, Jr., Director, Homeland 
Security and Justice Issues, GAO; James M. Walker, 
Jr., Director, Department of Homeland Security, 
State of Alabama; and a public witness. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on the Judiciary: Ordered reported, as 
amended, the following bills: H.R. 4044, National 
Guard and Reservist Debt Relief Act of 2008; H.R. 
2352, School Safety Enhancements Act of 2007; 
H.R. 1783, Elder Justice Act; H.R. 5352, Elder 
Abuse Victims Act of 2008; and H.R. 5057, Debbie 
Smith Reauthorization Act of 2008. 

PERFORMANCE RIGHTS ACT 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Courts, 
the Internet and Intellectual Property held a hearing 
on H.R. 4789, Performance Rights Act. Testimony 
was heard from Nancy Sinatra, and other public wit-
nesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on Natural Resources: Ordered reported the 
following bills: H.R. 3981, amended, Preserve 
America and Save America’s Treasures Act; H.R. 
4199, amended, To amend the Dayton Aviation 
Heritage Preservation Act of 1992 to add sites to 
the Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historical 
Park; H.R. 2964, amended, Captive Primate Safety 
Act; H.R. 5741, amended, Shark Conservation Act 
of 2008; H.R. 1423, amended, Dorothy Buell Me-
morial Visitor Center Lease Act; H.R. 3702, Mon-
tana Cemetery Act of 2007; H.R. 5710, Eastern 

New Mexico Rural Water System Authorization Act; 
and H.R. 5511, Leadville Mine Drainage Tunnel 
Remediation Act of 2008. 

CENSUS 2010 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, and the 
Subcommittee on Information Policy, Census, and 
National Archives held a joint hearing on 2010 Cen-
sus: Assessing the Census Bureau’s Progress. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the 
Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce: 
Steven H. Murdock, Director; and Arnold A. Jack-
son, Associate Director, Decennial Census; the fol-
lowing officials of the GAO: David A. Powner, Di-
rector, Information Technology Management Issues; 
and Mathew J. Scire, Director, Strategic Issues; and 
public witnesses. 

SECOND GENERATION BIOFUELS 
Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Rural 
and Urban Entrepreneurship held a hearing on Sec-
ond Generation Biofuels: The New Frontier for 
Small Businesses. Testimony was heard from public 
witnesses. 

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL FACILITY 
STAFFING 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Aviation held a hearing on Air Traffic 
Control Facility Staffing. Testimony was heard from 
the following officials of the Department of Trans-
portation: Hank Krakowski, Chief Operating Officer, 
Air Traffic Organization, FAA; and Calvin L. Scovel, 
III, Inspector General; Gerald Dillingham, Director, 
Physical Infrastructure Issues, GAO; and public wit-
nesses. 

REBUILDING VESSELS 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transpor-
tation held a hearing on Rebuilding Vessels Under 
the Jones Act. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security: RADM James Watson, IV, 
USCG, Director, Prevention Policy for Marine Safe-
ty, Security and Stewardship; and Patricia J. Wil-
liams, Director, National Vessel Documentation 
Center; and public witnesses. 

VETERANS MATTERS 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Ordered reported, as 
amended, H.R. 2818, To amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the establishment of Epi-
lepsy Centers of Excellence in the Veterans Health 
Administration of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. 
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The Committee also held a hearing on Imple-
menting the Wounded Warrior Provisions of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2008. Testimony was heard from Michael L. 
Dominguez, Principal Deputy Under Secretary, Per-
sonnel and Readiness, Department of Defense; ADM 
Patrick W. Dunne, USN, Acting Under Secretary, 
Benefits and Assistant Secretary, Policy and Plan-
ning, Department of Veterans Affairs; and public 
witnesses. 

BRIEFING—MEXICAN BORDER VIOLENCE 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Met in execu-
tive session to receive a briefing on Mexican Border 
Violence. The Committee was briefed by depart-
mental witnesses. 

FUTURE OF OIL 
Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global 
Warming: Held a hearing entitled ‘‘The Future of 
Oil.’’ Testimony was heard from Guy F. Caruso, Ad-
ministrator, Energy Information Administrator, De-
partment of Energy; and public witnesses. 

Joint Meetings 
No joint committee meetings were held. 

f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY, 
JUNE 12, 2008 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to 

hold hearings to examine the condition of our nation’s in-
frastructure, focusing on perspectives from our nation’s 
mayors, 10 a.m., SD–538. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation and Merchant Ma-
rine Infrastructure, Safety and Security, to hold hearings 
to examine supply chain security, focusing on the secure 
freight initiative and the implementation of 100 percent 
scanning, 10 a.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold an 
oversight hearing to examine the relationship between 
United States fuels policy and food prices, 2:15 p.m., 
SD–366. 

Committee on Finance: to hold an oversight hearing to 
examine the United States Trade Preference programs, 10 
a.m., SD–215. 

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine energy from Central Asia to Europe, focusing on oil, 
oligarchs, and opportunity, 2:30 p.m., SD–419. 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs: 
Subcommittee on Federal Financial Management, Govern-
ment Information, Federal Services, and International Se-
curity, to hold hearings to examine addressing the United 
States-Pakistan strategic relationship, 2:30 p.m., SD–342. 

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider 
S. 2979, to exempt the African National Congress from 
treatment as a terrorist organization, H.R. 5690, to re-
move the African National Congress from treatment as a 
terrorist organization for certain acts or events, provide 
relief for certain members of the African National Con-
gress regarding admissibility, S. 2892, to promote the 
prosecution and enforcement of frauds against the United 
States by suspending the statute of limitations during 
times when Congress has authorized the use of military 
force, H.R. 3480, to direct the United States Sentencing 
Commission to assure appropriate punishment enhance-
ments for those involved in receiving stolen property 
where that property consists of grave markers of veterans, 
S. 1211, to amend the Controlled Substances Act to pro-
vide enhanced penalties for marketing controlled sub-
stances to minors, S. Res. 576, designating August 2008 
as ‘‘Digital Television Transition Awareness Month’’, and 
the nominations of Helene N. White, of Michigan, and 
Raymond M. Kethledge, of Michigan, each to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit, and Stephen 
Joseph Murphy III, of Michigan, to be United States Dis-
trict Judge for the Eastern District of Michigan, 10 a.m., 
SD–226. 

House 
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Com-

merce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies, to mark up 
the Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2009, 10 a.m., H–140 
Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans Af-
fairs, and Related Agencies, to mark up the Military Con-
struction, Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations for Fiscal Year 2009, 11:30 a.m., H–140 Cap-
itol. 

Committee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on En-
vironment and Hazardous Materials, hearing on the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 5533, Chemical Facilities Act of 2008; 
and H.R. 5577, Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism Act of 
2008, 10 a.m., 2322 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, to 
meet to vote on the issuance of subpoenas for records in 
connection with the Subcommittee’s ongoing investiga-
tion regarding the safety of the Nation’s food supply, 
9:45 a.m.; followed by a hearing entitled ‘‘American Lives 
Still at Risk: When Will FDA’s Food Protection Plan Be 
Fully Funded and Implemented?’’ 10 a.m., 2123 Ray-
burn. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, hearing on Russia, Iran, 
and Nuclear Weapons: Implications of the Proposed 
U.S.–Russia Agreement, 9:30 a.m., 2172 Rayburn 

Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global En-
vironment, hearing on U.S.–Japan Relations: An Over-
view, 2 p.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on Homeland Security, hearing entitled ‘‘The 
Challenge of Aligning Programs, Personnel, and Re-
sources to Achieve Border Security,’’ 10 a.m., 311 Can-
non. 

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution, Civil Rights, and Civil Liberties, hearing on the 
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Enforcement of the Fair Housing Act of 1968, 10 a.m., 
2141 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Immigrations, Citizenship, Refugees, 
Border Security and International Law, hearing on the 
Need for Green Cards for Highly Skilled Workers, 11 
a.m., 2237 Rayburn. 

Committee on Natural Resources Subcommittee on Energy 
and Mineral Resources, oversight hearing on Spinningraw 
Into Black Gold: Enhanced Oil Recovery Using Carbon 
Dioxide, 10 a.m., 1334 Longworth. 

Subcommittee on Insular Affairs, oversight hearing on 
the Implementation of the Compact of Free Associations 
Between the United States and the Republic of Palau, 10 
a.m., 1324 Longworth. 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, to mark 
up a Committee report entitled ‘‘Jack Abramoff’s Con-
tacts with White House Officials’’; and to mark up the 
following: H. Res. 984, Expressing the support for the 
designation of July 26, 2008, as National Day of the 
Cowboy; H. Res. 1002, Expressing support for the des-
ignation of April 2008 as Public Radio Recognition 
Month; H. Res. 1029, Congratulating and recognizing 
Mr. Juan Antonio ‘‘Chi Chi’’ Rodriguez for his continued 
success on and off the golf course, for his generosity and 
devotion to charity, and for his exemplary dedication to 
the intellectual and moral growth of thousands of low-in-
come and disadvantaged youth in our country; H. Res. 
1219, Celebrating the symbol of the United States flag 
and supporting the goals and ideals of Flag Day; H. Res. 
1237, Recognizing the historical significance of 
Juneteenth Independence Day, and expressing the sense of 
the House of Representatives that history should be re-
garded as a means for understanding the past and more 
effectively facing the challenges of the future; H. Res. 
1245, Congratulating the Detroit Red Wings for win-
ning the 2008 Stanley Cup Hockey Championship; H. 
Con. Res. 195, Expressing the sense of Congress that a 
National Dysphagia Awareness Month should be estab-
lished; a resolution Expressing support for the designation 
of Gospel Music Heritage Month and honoring gospel 
music for its valuable contributions to American culture; 
H.R. 4010, To designate the facility of the United States 
Postal Service located at 100 West Percy Street in Mis-
sissippi, as the ‘‘ Minnie Cox Post Office Building’’; H.R. 
5506, To designate the facility of the United States Post-
al Service located at 369 Martin Luther Jr. Drive in Jer-
sey City, New Jersey, as the ‘‘Bishop Ralph E. Brower 
Post Office Building’’; H.R. 5975, To designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service located at 101 
West Main Street in Waterville, New York, as the ‘‘Cpl. 
John P. Sigsbee Post Office’’; H.R. 6061, To designate 
the facility of the United States Postal Service located at 
219 East Main Street in West Frankfort, Illinois, as the 
‘‘Kenneth James Gray Post Office Building;’’ H.R. 6085, 
To designate the facility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 42222 Rancho Las Palmas Drive in Rancho 
Mirage, California, as the ‘‘Gerald R. Ford Post Office 

Building’’; H.R. 6092, To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 101 Tallapoosa 
Street in Brement, Georgia, as the ‘‘Sergeant Paul Saylor 
Post Office Building’’; H.R. 6150, To designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service located at 14500 
Lorain Avenue in Cleveland, Ohio, as the ‘‘ John P. Gal-
lagher Post Office Building’’; and S. 171, To designate 
the facility of the Untied States Postal Service located at 
301 Commerce Street in Commerce, Oklahoma, as the 
‘‘Mickey Mantle Post Office Building’’, 10 a.m., 2154 
Rayburn. 

Committee on Science and Technology, Subcommittee on 
Investigation and Oversight, hearing on Toxic Commu-
nities: How EPA’s IRIS Program Fails the Public, 10 
a.m., 2318 Rayburn. 

Committee on Small Business, hearing entitled ‘‘Electronic 
Payments Tax Reporting: Another Tax Burden for Small 
Businesses’’, 10 a.m., 1539 Longworth. 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Water Resources and Environment, hearing 
on Discharges Incidental to the Normal Operation of a 
Commercial Vessel, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Dis-
ability Assistance and Memorial Affairs, hearing on the 
following bills: H.R. 1197, Prisoner of War Benefits Act 
of 2007; H.R. 3008, Rural Veterans Services Outreach 
and Training Act; H.R. 3070, Disabled Veterans’ Care-
giver Compensation Act; H.R. 3795, You Were There, 
You Get Care Act of 2007; H.R. 4274, Gold Star Parents 
Annuity Act of 2007; H.R. 5155, Combat Veterans Debt 
Elimination Act of 2008; H.R. 5448, Full Faith in Vet-
erans Act of 2008; H.R. 5454, To amend title 38, 
United States Code, to establish a presumption of service 
connection of amyotrophic lateral sclerosis for purposes of 
the laws administered by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs; H.R. 5709, Veterans Disability Fairness Act; H.R. 
5954, To amend title 38, United States Code, to provide 
veterans for presumptions of service connection for pur-
poses of benefits under laws administered by Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs for diseases associated with service in the 
Armed Forces and exposure to biological, chemical, or 
other toxic agents as part of Project 112, and for other 
purposes; H.R. 5985, Compensation for Combat Veterans 
Act; and H.R. 6032, To amend title 38, United States 
Code, to direct the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to pro-
vide wartime disability compensation for certain veterans 
with Parkinson’s Disease, 2 p.m., 340 Cannon. 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, executive, brief-
ing on DOD Programs, 9 a.m., H–405 Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Intelligence Community Manage-
ment, executive, briefing on Global Change National In-
telligence Assessment, 2:30 p.m., H–405 Capitol. 

Joint Meetings 
Joint Economic Committee: to hold hearings to examine 

the future costs of funding the war in Iraq, 10 a.m., 
SD–106. 
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

9:30 a.m., Thursday, June 12 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Thursday: Senate will resume consideration 
of the motion to proceed to consideration of S. 3101, 
Medicare Improvements for Patients and Providers Act, 
and vote on the motion to invoke cloture thereon at 3 
p.m. 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

10 a.m. Thursday, June 12 

House Chamber 

Program for Thursday: Consideration of H.R. 6063— 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration Author-
ization Act of 2008 (Subject to a Rule) and H.R. 5749— 
Emergency Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 2008 (Subject to a Rule). 
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